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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Wednesday,  May  11,  1994. 
FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL  REQUEST 

WITNESSES 

HON.  SHARON  PRATT  KELLY,  MAYOR,  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

HON.  DAVID  C.  CLARKE,  CHAIRMAN,  COUNCIL  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF 

COLUMBIA 
ELLEN  M.  O'CONNOR,  CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFICER 
RONALD  E.  LEWIS,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  THE  BUDGET 
LORRAINE  BRITTON,  DIRECTOR,  DEPARTMENT  OF  FINANCE  AND  REV- 
ENUE 
MARIA  DAY-MARSHALL,  D.C.  TREASURER 
ELLIOT  KINDRED,  DEPUTY  TREASURER 
VALERIE  HOLT,  D.C.  CONTROLLER 

VINCENT  GRAY,  DIRECTOR,  DEPARTMENT  OF  HUMAN  SERVICES 
MARGARET  MOORE,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORREC- 
TIONS 
MARK  CHASTANG,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  D.C.  GENERAL  HOSPITAL 

(1) 


FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  REQUEST 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  GOVERNMENT 

COMTENTS 


1.  Table  showing  Mayor's  submission  to  Council,  Council  approved 
amounts,  and  differences. 

2.  Revenues  -  Pending  Authority  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  (Mayor's 
proposal  and  Council's  approval). 

3.  Estimated  Cash  Collections  of  Pending  Authority  for  FY  1994 
dund   FY  1995. 

4.  Summary  Table  of  FY  1994  Supplemental  by  Appropriation 
Account . 

5.  Summary  of  FY  1994  Council  Committee  Actions. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 

(Amounts  in  Thousands) 


Oovsmmanlal  DIrMtton  and  Support: 
Council  of  1t»  Distnct  ot  Columbia 
OffiCG  o(  ttw  D  C  Auditor 
Advisory  N8«gt*ort»od  Commissions 
Otfics  tA  the  Mayor 
Otfics  o(  ttie  Secretary 
Oflice  o(  Incpeclor  General 
Ottice  ol  Oornmunications 
Offlca  ol  MBrgovernmental  Relations 
Otiice  of  the  City  Administrator/ 
Deputy  Mayor  lor  Operations 
Oflics  at  Personnel 

Department  ol  Administratrve  Services 
Contract  Appeals  Board 
Offiee  ol  tt»  Deputy  Mayor  for  Finance 
Office  of  ttie  Budget 
Office  of  Firtandal  Management 
Depanmern  of  Finaix;e  and  Revenue 
Board  of  Elections  and  Etfiics 
Office  of  Campaign  Finance 
Public  Err^iloyee  Relations  Board 
Office  ot  Employee  Appeals 
D  C  Retiremem  Board 
Melropoitan  Washington  Council  of 
Qovemmenls 
Admission  to  Statehood 
Grants  MgL  and  Development 


FY  1994  Supple 

Mayor's  to 

Council 


FY  1994  Supple 

Counal 

Approved 


Difference 

Council  to 

Mayor's 


Total,  Governmental  Direction  &  Support  _ 

Economic  Development  end  Regulation: 
Deputy  Mayor  tor  Economic  Development 
Banking  and  Financial  Institutions 
Tourism  ani  Promotion 
Office  of  Planning 
Office  of  Zoning 

Department  of  Housing  and  Community 
Developmani 

Departmar*  o(  Pubbc  and  Assisted 
Housing 

Departmait  of  Employment  Services 
Oftfice  ot  Business  arid  EcorK>mic 
Developmart 

Office  ol  Memational  Business 
DC  Housmg  Finance  Agency 
Board  of  Appeals  and  Review 
Board  of  Equaization  and  Reviavr 
Dapartmert  ol  Consumer  and  Regulatory 
Allairs 

Public  Service  Commission 
Office  ol  People's  Counsel 


0 

(959) 

(959) 

0 

(74) 

(74) 

0 

24 

24 

(101) 

(67) 

34 

(174) 

(196) 

(22) 

(92) 

(92) 

0 

(31) 

(68) 

(37) 

(97) 

(147) 

(50) 

Q 

0 

(1.000) 

(1.000) 

(12.629) 

(12,629) 

0 

(347) 

(2.644) 

(2.297) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(11) 

(11) 

(97) 

(115) 

(18) 

0 

(179) 

(179) 

0 

(86) 

(86) 

(205) 

(135) 

70 

95 

140 

45 

(29) 

(29) 

0 

(100) 

(100) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(50) 

(50) 

0 

(216) 

(216) 

(13.807) 

(18633) 

(4.826) 

1.543 

1.008 

(535) 

(79) 

(145) 

(66) 

165 

139 

(26) 

(201) 

(306) 

(105) 

1 

86 

85 

35 

(324) 

(359) 

0 

0 

0 

(30.595) 

(30.595) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(32) 

(32) 

3.305 

(295) 

(3.600) 

0 

0 

0 

78 

78 

0 

Total.  Eoonomic  Development  and 
Regulation 


(25.748) 


(30.386) 


FY1994Suppla 

FY  1994  Supple 

DIttaranca 

Mayor's  to 

Council 

Coundl  to 

Coundl 

Aoorovad 

Mavors 

HltlTWn  HMOUf  CAS '. 

A*st  City  Administralor  (or  Human 

Rasourcas 

3.0S6 

1.197 

(1.859) 

Oflicaaf  Panonna< 

11.863 

11.843 

(20) 

Daparttnant  c4  Employmam  Sarvicas 

30.000 

29.322 

(678) 

Education  Licantura  Commission 

467 

439 

(28) 

Total.  Human  Ratourcas 

4S.386 

42.801 

(2.585) 

Public  Safaly  and  Juatica: 

Mairopolitan  Poica  Dapartmant 

Fira  and  Emargancy  Madical  Sarvicas 

Dapartmant 

Polica  and  Rra  Ratlrement  Systam 

Judgaa'  Rstramant  Systam 

Coun  o(  Appaals 

Suparior  Court 

DC.  Court  Systam 

Offioa  01  tha  Coiporation  Counsal 

Saltlamanls  and  Judgmants 

Public  Dalandar  Sarvica 

Pratrial  Saivicaa  Agency 

Dapartmant  of  Corrections 

Board  of  Parole 

NtfionalQuard 

OKica  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

Commission  on  JudMial  Disabilites 

and  Tenure 

Judicial  ^4oml^al)on  Commission 
Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board 

Total.  Public  Safety  and  Juste* 

PuMie  Edueatton  System: 

Public  Schools 

Teachers'  Retirement  Systam 

University  ol  the  District  of  Columbia 

DC  School  of  Law 

Education  Licensure  Commission 

Pubic  Library 

Commission  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities 

Total.  PuMc  Education  System 

Human  Support  Sacvlceai 
Oapartment  of  Human  Services 
Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 
Offica  on  Aging 

DC.  General  Hospital  Payment 
Unamploymam  Compensation  Fund 
Disabifty  Compensation  Fund 
Departntant  of  Human  Rights  & 
Minority  Business 
Office  on  Latino  Affairs 
Commission  (or  Woman 
Commission  tor  Men 
DC.  Energy  Office 

Total.  Human  Support  Services 


298 


298 


0 

0 

0 

(76.853) 

0 

76.853 

(1.857) 

0 

1.857 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(400) 

(400) 

0 

(500) 

(500) 

1.500 

(3.500) 

(5.000) 

0 

(200) 

(200) 

0 

0 

0 

18.600 

16.100 

(2.S00) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(40) 

m 

0 

0 

0 

(2) 

(2) 

0 

0 

(100) 

(100) 

(58.612) 

1 1 .656 

70.268 

20.000 

17.243- 

(2.757) 

(37.382) 

0 

37.382 

135 

735 

600 

0 

(30) 

(30) 

(487) 

(487) 

0 

0 

(245) 

(245) 

(55) 

(91) 

(36) 

17.125 

34,914 

43.380 

23.950 

(19,430) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3.700 

3.700 

0 

154 

154 

0 

5,595 

4.657 

(938) 

0 

(116) 

(116) 

(20) 

(20) 

0 

(27) 

(137) 

(110) 

(50) 

(50) 

0 

(508) 

(508) 

0 

52.224 

31,630 

(20.594) 

(i.eoo) 

0 


(7.287) 


(9.0921 


iisjssi. 


29,946, 


FY  1 994  Suppla.      FY  1 994  Suppla 
Mayor**  to  Council 

Council  Aoprovd 

PubHcWorka: 

D«partm«m  of  PuMc  Works  0 

Taxicab  Comhussion  0 

Washington  Msircpoftan  Atm  Transit 
Commission  0 

Washington  Mstropoitan  Araa  Transit 
Aultority  (M«ro)  0 

School  Transit  Subsidy  i§L 

Total.  PuMcWortis  (51 

FInaneIng  and  Othor  Uaos: 

Washington  Convantion  C»f«*r  Transfer 

Paymofl  0 

Rspaymsnt  of  Loans  and  Intsrsat  (14.401) 

Rspaymant  ol  Oanoral  Fund  Dsticit  312 

Optical  and  Dantal  Banofits  (11) 

S«>aranc*  Pay  6.000 

DC  Oanaral  Hospital  Dsftcn  Paynwnl  0 

Shoit-T*rm  Borrowinas  5.000 

Energy  Adjustmant  482 

Communications  Adjustmsnt  158 

Contractual  Sarvicss  Adjustmant  1 .500 

Cash  Rasan/a  Fund  0 

Equipmant  Adjustmant  5,561 

Total.  Rnanea  and  Othar  Usas  4.601 

Total.  Oanaral  Fund.  Oparadng  Exoensas  (13.7501 

EfMarpitoa  Funds: 

Watar  and  Sawar  Entarpnsa  Fund: 

Oapartmant  of  Public  Works 

(Utility  Administration)                                                   (9.411) 
Washington  Aquadud  0_ 

Total.  Woiar  and  Sawrer  Entaiprisa  Fund  (9,41 1) 

Lottaiy  and  Charitsbia  Qamas 

Emafprisa  Fund 

Oftica  ol  Cabia  Talawision 

Total.  Entarptisa  Funds 

Qrand  Total.  Oparating  Expansas 

Capital  Outlay: 
Oanaral  Fund 
Watar  and  Sawar  Fund 

Total.  Capital  Outlay 

Grand  Total.  FY  1994  Supplamanlal 

nnoficlKQ  OS  DHIafaftca: 

Ravisad  rwanuas: 

Sarvica diargas.  ..................  142 

Mscalanaous ...........  70 

Changas  in  panding  authonty ........  40.335 

Fadarai  poymant  corractwn  ....     ........  (70) 

Oihartranslar(Siaiplax).  .  ..  .  .  . ....  1.400 

Unary  transf  ar ....................  47 

Changa in  axcaas owaf  axpandituras. .  -  .  .  .  .  .  1 .772 

Total  (43.686 


Ditlaranca 

Council  to 

Mayor's 


(9.411) 
0 


(9.411) 


(1 ,800) 
0 


(7.287) 
0 


ji2SZl 


(338) 

(338) 

(15.161) 

(760) 

312 

0 

(11) 

0 

6.000 

0 

(5.500) 

(5,500) 

3.500 

(1,500) 

0 

(482) 

0 

(158) 

0 

(1,500) 

(3.957) 

(3,957) 

0 

(5.561) 

0 

(19.7561 


1.282 
0 

1.235 
0 

(47) 
0 

(8.1291 

(8.1761 

(471 

(21.8791 

21770 

43.649 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

(21.8791        _ 

21.770 

*3|?*? 
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FY  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 

Summary  of  Increases  and  Decreases  by  Appropriation 

Appropriation            Increases  Decreases      Net 

General  Fund; 
Governmental  Direction  and 

Support  +$164,000  -$18,797,000  -$18,633,000 

Economic  Development  and 

Regulation  +1,311,000  -31,697,000  -30,386,000 

Human  Resources  Development  +42,801,000           +42,801,000 

Public  Safety  and  Justice  .  +16,398,000  -4,742,000  +11,656,000 

Public  Education  System  ...  +17,978,000  -853,000  +17,125,000 

Human  Support  Services  +32,461,000  -831,000  +31,630,000 

Public  Works  -9,092,000  -9,092,000 

Washington  Convention  Center      -338,000  -338,000 

Repayment  of  Loans  &  Interest      -15,161,000  -15,161,000 

Repayment  of  General  Fund 

Recovery  Debt  +312,000           +312,000 

Optical  and  Dental  Benefits       -11,000  -11,000 

Severance  Pay  +6,000,000           +6,000,000 

D.C.  General  Hospital  ; 

Deficit  Payment  .....  -5,500,000  -5,500,000 

Cash  Reserve  Fund  -3,957,000  -3,957,000 

Short-Term  Borrowings +3,500.000 +3,500,000 

Total,  General  Fund  ....+120,925,000  -90,979,000  +29,946,000 

Water  and  Sewer  Fund;  , 

Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise 

Fund -9,411,000  -9,411,000 

Lottery  &  Charitable  Games 

Enterfi-ise  Fund +1,235,000 +1,235,000 

Total,  Operating  Expenses  - 

FY  19^4  Supplemental  +122,160,000  -100,390,000  +21,770,000 


RSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


Governmental  Direction  and  Support: 

1 .  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia: 

(a)  Transfer-out  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for 

maintenance  and  supplies  for  the  District  Building  (GDS-1 )  (300) 

(b)  Transfer-out  to  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 

for  janitorial  and  security  services  for  the  District  Building 

(GDS-1)  ("^S^) 

(c)  Reduction  of  $94,000  in  personal  services,  $50,000  in 
equipment  rental,  supplies,  and  furniture  purchases,  and 

$62,000  for  salary  lapse  (GDS-1 )  (206i 

Total,  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia  (959) 

2.  Office  of  the  Auditor: 

(a)  Decrease  for  building  rent  (GDS-5)  (^^^ 

3.  Advisory  Neightwrhood  Commissions: 

(a)  Increase  to  provide  full  funding  for  the  ANCs  (GDS-9)  ^^ 

4.  Office  of  the  Mayor: 

(a)  Reduction  of  $62,000  in  other  services  and  charges  and 

$39,000  in  equipment  (GDS-1 1 )  C  01 ) 

(b)  Transfer-in  of  one  DS-17  Director  of  Office  of 

Communications  (GDS-1 1 )  ^ 

Total,  Office  of  the  Mayor  (67) 

5.  Office  of  the  Secretary: 

(a)  Salary  lapse  for  vacant  position  (GDS-1 5)  (8) 

(b)  Reduction  of  $154,000  in  other  services  and  charges 

and  $34,000  in  equipment  (GDS-1 5)  (188) 

Total.  Office  of  the  Secretary  C96) 

6.  Office  of  Inspector  General: 

(a)  Reduction  in  rent  (GDS-20)  (92) 

7.  Office  of  Communications: 

(a)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  (GDS-22)  (31 ) 

(b)  Transfer-out  DS-17  Director  to  Mayor's  Office  (GDS-22)        (37} 

Total,  Office  of  Communications  (68) 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 

8.  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations: 

(a)  Reduction  of  $18,000  in  supplies,  $16,000  in  communications, 
$38,000  in  other  serivces  and  charges,  and  $25,000  in 

equipment  (GDS-26)  (97) 

(b)  Reduction  in  personal  services  (GDS-26)  (50^ 

Total,  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations  (147) 

9.  Office  of  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations: 

(a)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  (GDS-31)  (I.OOO) 

10.  Office  of  Personnel: 

(a)  Transfer-out  to  new  appropriation  heading  "Human 

Resources  Development"  (HRD-6)  (12.629) 

1 1 .  Department  of  Administrative  Services: 

(a)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  (GDS-34)  (347) 

(b)  Reduction  in  supplies,  contractual  services,  and 

communications  (GDS-34)  (2,750) 

(c)  Transfer-in  from  Council  for  janitorial  and  security 

services  at  the  District  Building  (GDS-34)  453 

Total,  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (2.644) 

12.  Contract  Appeals  Board: 

(a)  Increase  of  one  administrative  judge  funds 
approved  in  original  FV  1994  budget  (GDS-51). 

13.  Office  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  for  Finance: 

(a)  Reduction  of  one  position  (GDS-55)  (11) 

14.  Office  of  the  Budget: 

(a)  Reduction  of  two  FTE  positions  (GDS-60)  (93) 

(b)  Reduction  in  communications,  other  services  and 

charges,  and  equipment  (GDS-60)  (22} 

Total,  Office  of  the  Budget  (115) 

15.  Office  of  Financial  Management: 

(a)  Reduction  in  rental  funds  (GDS-64)  (127) 

(b)  Reduction  due  to  return  of  one  car  to 

to  Fleet  Management  (GDS-64)  (1) 

(c)  Reduction  in  fringe  benefits  (GDS-64)  (51} 

Total,  Office  of  Financial  Management  (179) 


n 


FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


16.  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue: 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services  (GDS-74)  (62) 

(b)  Reduction  in  nonpersonal  services  (GDS-74)  (24) 

Total,  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  (86) 

17.  Board  of  Elections  and  Ethics: 

(a)  Reduction  of  $125,000  in  personal  services  and  $75,000 

in  other  serivces  and  charges  (GDS-87)  (200) 

(b)  Reduction  for  adjustment  in  cost  of  health  (5) 
benefits  (GDS-88) 

(c)  Increase  in  personal  services  to  meet  statutorily 

mandated  timely  conduct  of  elections  (GDS-88)  70 

Total,  Board  of  Elections  and  Ethics  (135) 

18.  Office  of  Campaign  Finance: 

(a)  Increase  to  fully  fund  on-board  positions  (GDS-91 )  95 

(b)  Increase  to  fully  fund  within  grades  for  on-board 

positions  (GDS-91)  45 

Total,  Office  of  Campaign  Finance  140 

19.  Public  Employee  Relations  Board: 

(a)  Reduction  in  building  rent  (GDS-95)  (29) 

(b)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  (GDS-95)  (2) 

(c)  Increase  for  within  grades  (GDS-95)  2_ 

Total,  Public  Employee  Relations  Board  (29) 

20.  Office  of  Employee  Appeals: 

(a)  Reduction  in  fringe  benefis  (GDS-99)  (10) 

(b)  Reduction  in  space  rental  (GDS-99)  (90) 

Total,  Office  of  Employee  Appeals  (100) 

21.  Admission  to  Statehood: 

(a)  Reduction  in  amount  for  this  Commission  (GDS-1 1 0)  (50) 

22.  Office  of  Grants  Management: 

(a)  Reduction  in  the  Law  School  Clinical  Program  (GDS-1 14)   (216) 

Total,  Governmental  Direction  and  Support  (18.633) 

Increases  164 

Decreases  (18.797) 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


Economic  Development  and  Regulation: 

1 .  Office  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  for  Economic  Development: 

(a)  Transfer-in  of  3  FTEs  from  the  Department  of  Housing 

and  Community  Development  to  provide  needed 
administrative  and  operations  support  {EDR-2). 

(b)  Increase  of  3  FTEs  for  the  international  business 

function  (EDR-2)  208 

(c)  Increase  to  cover  underfunded  salaries  and  fhnge 

benefits  for  the  industrial  revenue  bond  function  (EDR-2)  38 

(d)  Increase  to  cover  underfunded  salaries  and  fringe 

benefits  for  the  property  development  function  (EDR-2)  86 

(e)  Increase  of  $600,000  for  lease  costs,  $38,000  for 
contractual  services,  and  $104,000  for  communication 

costs  (EDR-2)  712 

(f)  Net  decrease  in  printing  and  office  supplies  (SS-290)  (20) 

(g)  Net  decrease  for  equipment  costs  (SS-290)                                                   (8) 
(h  )  Reduction  in  cost  of  communications  (SS-290)  (8^ 

Total,  Office  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  for  Economic 

Development  ^-008 

2.  Office  of  Banking  and  Rnancial  Institutions: 

(a)  Reduction  in  building  rent  (EDR-1 0)  (79) 

(b)  Reduction  due  to  vacant  position  (EDR-1 0)  {66^ 

Total.Office  of  Banking  and  Rnancial  Institutions  (145) 

3.  Office  of  Tourism  and  Promotion: 

(a)  Increase  of  1  FTE  receptionist/clerical  position  (ERD-13) 

(b)  Increase  in  regular  pay  to  fully  fund  on-board  staff  (ERD-1 3)  26 

(c)  Increase  for  energy  (EDR-1 4)  4 

(d)  Increase  for  contractual  services  (EDR-14)  121 

(e)  Reduction  in  fringe  benefits  (EDR-14)  [12} 

Total,  Office  of  Tourism  and  Promotion  139 

4.  Office  of  Planning: 

(a)  Reduction  in  rental  costs  (EDR-20)  (201 ) 

(b)  Transfer-out  to  Office  of  Zoning  -  regular  pay  (EDR-20)  (90) 

(c)  Reduction  in  overtime  (ERD-20)  il51 

Total,  Office  of  Planning  (306) 


Office  of  Zoning: 

(a)  Transfer-in  from  Office  of  Planning  to  fund  two  FTE 
positions  (EDR-24) 


86 


(b)  Increase  to  update  the  zoning  map  (EDR-24)  5 
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HSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


(c)  Reduction  in  overtinfie  (EDR-24)  (5} 

Total,  Office  of  Zoning  86 

6.  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development: 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services  (EDR-28)  (139) 

(b)  Transfer-out  3  FTE  positions  to  the  City  Administrator 

for  Economic  Development. 

(c)  Redirection  of  $50,000  from  the  Senior  Citizen's  Home 
Repair  and  Improvement  program  to  create  the  Police 
Housing  Counseling  Traning  Program. 

(d)  Reduction  in  TAP  subsidy  (EDR-29)  C>85) 

-  Total,  Department  of  Housing  &  Community  Development  (324) 

7.  Department  of  Public  and  Assisted  Housing: 

No  supplemental  (EDR-48). 

8.  Department  of  Employment  Services: 

(a)  Transfer-out  to  new  appropriation  title  "Human  Resources 

Development".  (30.595) 

9.  Board  of  Appeals  and  Review: 

No  supplemental  (EDR-65). 

10.  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals: 

(a)  Reduction  in  board  member  compensation  (EDR-70)  (32) 

1 1 .  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs: 

(a)  Reduction  of  10  FTE  positions  and  funding  by  Executive 

Order  (EDR-74)  (295) 

(b)  Redirection  of  $188,000  within  agency  to  establish  fringe 

benefits  at  1 5.9  percent  {EDR-74).  

Total,  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs  (295) 

12.  Public  Service  Commission: 

No  supplemental  (EDR-88). 

13.  Office  of  People's  Counsel: 

(a)  Increase  to  fund  a  5  percent  pay  increase  (EDR-97)  78 

Total,  Economic  Davelopmant  and  Ragulatlon  (M.386) 

Incraaaas  1|311 

Dacfaasas  (31  .W7) 
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HSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 
Hunran  Resources  Development: 

1 .  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources 
Development: 

(a)  Increase  of  1  FTE  position  per  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 

of  1993  to  establish  position  of  Assistant  City  Administrator 

for  Human  Resources  Development  (SS-1 1 ). 
(b)Transfer-in  of  7  FTE  positions  and  $684,000  from 

Department  of  Employment  Sen/ices  to  establish  the 

Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human 

Resources  Development  (SS-1 10)  684 

(c)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  (SS-1 1 )  (35) 

(d)  Reduction  in  equipment  (SS-1 1 )  (1 29) 

(e)  Transfer-in  of  12  FTE  positions  and  $2,148,000  from  the 

Department  of  Employment  Services  to  establish  the 

Office  of  Government  Workforce  Training  and 

Development  (SS-1 2)  2,148 

(f)  Transfer-in  of  4  FTE  positions  and  $224,000  from  the  Office 

of  Personnel  to  establish  the  Offfice  Government  Workforce 

Training  and  Development  (SS-1 2)  224 

(g)  Reduction  of  $142,000  in  personal  services.  $1 .324.000  in 
other  services  and  charges,  and  $229,000  in  equipment 

(SS-1 2)  (1.695) 

Total.  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources 
Development  1,197 

2.  Office  of  Personnel: 

(a)  Transfer-in  to  the  new  appropriation  heading  "Human 

Resources  Development"  12,629 

(b)  Transfer-out  4  FTE  positions  and  $224,000  to  the  Office  of 

the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources 

Development  (HRD-6)  (224) 

(c)  Reduction  in  building  rent  (HRD-6)  (130) 
(d  )Transferred  to  indirect  cost  funding  of  10  FTE  positions 

to  maximize  nonappropriated  resources  (HRD-9)  (412) 

(e)  Reduction  of  $10,000  in  supplies  and  $10,000  in 

contractual  services                                                                                  (20) 
(f)  Redirection  of  $127,000  from  building  rent  to  personal 
services  for  position  undertunding  ( $90,000)  and 
communication  costs  ( $37,000)  (HRD-8  &  1 1 ).  

Total,  Office  of  Personnel  11.843 
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RSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


3.  Department  of  Employment  Services: 

(a)  Transfer-in  to  new  appropriation  heading  'Human  Resources 

Development"  30,595  ^q 

(b)  Increase  for  youth  training  programs  (HRD-1 6)  4.940  •'^=r-^^ 

(c)  Reduction  for  training  programs  (HRD-1 6)  (1 ,903) 

(d)  Increase  in  the  Disability  Compensation  program  for 
administrative  improvements,  automation  efforts,  and 

cost  containment  objective  (HRD-1 6)  200 

(e)  Transfer-out  of  19  FTE  positions  and  $2,832,000  to  establish 

the  Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human 

Resources  Development  (HRD-1 6)  (2,832) 

(f )  Reduction  in  employee  training  (HRD-1 6)  (1 ,000) 

(g)  Reduction  in  personal  services  -  lapse  from  vacant 

positions  (HRD-1 6)  (678) 

Total,  Department  of  Employment  Services  29^322 

4.  Education  Licensure  Commission: 

(a)  Transfer-in  to  new  appropriation  heading  "Human 

Resources  Development'  487 

(b)  Reduction  in  building  rent  (HRD-34)  (30) 

(c)  Increase  for  contracts  and  other  serivces  and  charges 

(HRD-34)  10 

(e)  Reduction  in  personal  services  (HRD-34)  (28) 

Total,  Education  Licensure  Commission  439 

Total,  Human  Resources  Development  42.801 
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nSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


Public  Safety  and  Justice: 

1 .  Metropolitan  Police  Department: 

(a)  Increase  for  equipment  purchases  (carryover  from 

FY  1993  (PSJ-2)  4,798 

(b)  Reduction  for  salary  lapse  (PSJ-2)  (4.500) 

Total,  Metropolitan  Police  Department  298 

2.  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-28). 

3.  Police  and  Fire  Retirement  System: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-37). 

4.  Judges'  Retirement  System: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-39). 

5.  Court  of  Appeals: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-41). 

6.  Superior  Court: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-53). 

7.  D.C.  Court  System: 

(a)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  (PSJ-69)  (400) 

8.  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel: 

(a)  Reduction  for  lapse  salary  (PSJ-76)  (407) 

(b)  Reduction  for  equipment  purchases  and  leases  (PSJ-76)     (93) 

Total,  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  (500) 

9.  Settlements  and  Judgments: 

(a)  Reduction  in  settlentents  of  claims  and  lawsuits  (PSJ-79)  (1 ,800) 

(b)  Reduction  for  the  payment  of  judgments  (PSJ-79) (1 ,700) 

Total,  Settlenfients  and  Judgments  (3.500) 

10.  Public  Defender  Service: 

(a)  Reduction  in  regular  pay  (PSJ-83)  (88) 

(b)  Reduction  in  fringe  benefits  (PSJ-83)  (14) 

(c)  Reduction  in  supplies  (PSJ-83)  (20) 

(d)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  (PSJ-83)  (78) 

Total,  Public  Defender  Service  (200) 
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RSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Anwunt 


1 1 .  Pretrial  Services  Agency: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-88). 

12.  Department  of  Corrections: 

(a)  Increase  to  support  personal  services  costs  associated 
with  program  functions  that  were  to  be  contracted-out, 
privatized,  or  eliminated  through  the  implementation 

of  a  capital  poject.  These  initiatives  have  k>een  delayed 

(PSJ-92)  3,133 

(b)  Increase  for  housing  inmates  in  Federal  and  State 

facilitaties  (PSJ-92)  5,000 

(c)  Increase  for  partial  year  funding  for  court-order  related 

correctional  officer  positions  (PSJ-92)  1 ,638 

(d)  Increase  for  projected  cost  of  overtime  (PSJ-92)  6.329 

Total,  Department  of  Corrections  16,100 

13.  Board  of  Parole: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-1 16). 

14.  National  Guard: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-1 19). 

15.  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness: 

(a)  Reduction  for  salary  lapse  (PSJ-1 24)  (38) 

(b)  Reduction  in  other  serivces  and  charges  (PSJ-1 24)  (2) 

Total,  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  (40) 

16.  Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities  and  Tenure: 

No  supplemental  (PSJ-1 27). 

17.  Judicial  Nomination  Commission: 

(a)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  (PSJ-1 31 )  (2) 

18.  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board: 

(a)  Reduction  for  salary  lapse  (PSJ-1 36)  (40) 

(b)  Reduction  in  supplies,  communications,  contractual 

services,  and  equipment  (PSJ-1 36)  (1 5) 

(c)  Reduction  in  board  compensation  funds  (PSJ-1 36) (45) 

Total,  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board  (100) 

Total,  Public  Safety  and  Justice  11.656 
Increases  16,398 
Decreases  (4,742) 
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RSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


Public  Education  System: 

1.  Public  Schools: 

(a)  Increase  to  support  pay  raises  that  were  granted  in 
FY  1993  and  FY  1994  for  teachers,  principals,  and 
other  employees  (PES-2)  "'^■^'^^ 

2.  Teachers'  Retirement  System: 

No  supplemental  (PES-13). 

3.  University  of  the  District  of  Columbia: 

(a)  Increase  for  pay  raises  (PES-16)  SS"" 

(b)  Reduction  in  personal  services  due  to  lower  staffing 

levels  (PES-16)  _Q96i 

Total.  University  of  the  District  of  Columbia  '7^^ 

4.  D.C.  Law  School: 

(a)  Reduction  in  faculty  research  grants  (PES-34)  ('0) 

(b)  Reduction  in  faculty  travel,  conferences,  and  meetings 

(PES-34)  SJ° 

(c)  Reduction  in  expenditure  for  the  law  library  (PES-34)  LM 

Total.  D.C.  Law  School  ^^^^ 

5.  Education  Licensure  Commission: 

(a)  Transfer-out  to  new  appropriation  heading  "Human 

Resources  Development"  ^^'' 

6.  D.C.  Public  Library: 

(a)  Reduction  for  personal  services  savings  (PES-42)  ( '93) 

(b)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  (PES-42) ]2^ 

Total,  D.C.  Public  Library  ^^^"^ 

7.  Commission  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities: 

(a)  Reduction  for  salary  lapse  (PES-  54)  (36) 

(b)  Reduction  for  building  rent  (PES-54)  W 

(c)  Reduction  in  equipment  purchases  and  maintenance 

costs  (PES-54)  W 

(d)  Reduction  in  the  City  Arts  program  (PES-54)  |2l( 

(e)  Reduction  in  arts  education  program  (PES-54)  _ IM 

Total,  Commission  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  ^^^^ 

M25 

J8Mi 


Total,  Public  Education  System  J^'^^ 

Increases  ^^,9^9 


Decreases 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


Human  Support  Services: 

1 .  Management  Support  Services  (MS): 

(a)  Increase  to  provide  for  occupancy  resulting  from  delay 

in  moving  out  of  leased  space  (HSS-S)  1 ,000 

(b)  Reduction  due  to  alignment  of  budget  with  projected 

expenditures  (  SS-9)  (1 ,408) 

(c)  Increase  for  matching  funds  for  the  Automated  Client 

Eligibility  Determination  System  (HSS-10)  1.408 

Total,  Management  Support  Services  1.000 

2.  Commission  on  Social  Services  (CS): 

(a)  Reduction  to  align  budget  with  actual  costs,  $86,000  for 

energy,  $65,000  in  communications,  $275,000  in  rental 

costs{HSS-16)  (426) 

(b)  Reduction  to  align  the  nonpersonal  services  budget 

wrth  actual  costs  (HSS-1 6)  (198) 

Total,  Commission  on  Social  Services  (624) 

3.  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AF): 

(a)  Increase  for  an  average  increase  of  200  cases  per  month 

for  the  past  two  years  4,850 

(b)  Redirection  of  $250,000  due  to  legislation  to  be  introduced 
to  change  utility  payments  from  $1 ,000  to  $500  and  to 
reduce  the  number  of  payments  from  two  to  one  emergency 

within  a  twelve  month  period.  ' 


Child  Day  Care  Services  (DC): 

(a)  Increase  to  fully  fund  the  cost  of  Day  Care  Services  (HSS-2(  2,500 

(b)  Facilities  cost  adjustment  -  increase  to  align  budget  with 

projected  expenditures  (HSS-20)  100 

Total,  Child  Day  Care  Services  2.600 

Foster  Care  Program  (FC): 

(a)  Increase  to  cover  the  cost  associated  with  the  projected 

rise  in  caseloads  and  the  cost  of  care  for  abused  and 

neglected  children  (HSS-22)  4.850 
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nSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


12.  Health  Care  Finance  (MM): 

(a)  Increase  for  inpatient  hospitals,  intermediate  care 
facilities  for  the  mentally  retarded,  nursing  facilities,  other 
uncompensated  care  costs  in  Medical  Charities,  and 
contractual  services  for  regulatory  and  reimbursement 

reform  (HSS-38)  9,988 

(b)  Management  efficiencies  -  implement  programmatic  and 

policy  changes  (HSS-38)  (3,050) 

Total.  Health  Care  Finance  6,938 

13.  HIV/AIDS  Program  (HA): 

No  supplemental  (HSS-47). 

14.  Alcohol  and  Drug  Abuse  Services  Program  (AD): 

No  supplemental  (HSS-46). 

15.  Ambulatory  Health  Care  Program  (AH): 

(a)  Maximization  of  Federal  Revenue  -  savings  as  a  result 
of  increased  Medicaid  reimbursement  for  ambulatory 

health  clinics  (HSS-51 )  (1 00) 

(b)  Management  efficiencies  -  to  align  budget  with  actual 
costs  -  $49,000  in  personal  services.  $198,000  in  supplies. 

and  $7,000  in  contractual  services  (HSS-51)  (254) 

Total,  Ambulatory  Health  Care  Program  (354) 

16.  Long  Term  Care  Program  (LT): 

(a)  Reduction  in  supplies  to  align  budget  with  actual  costs 

(HSS-54)  (24) 

17.  D.C.  Village  Nursing  Home  Program  (CV): 

(a)  Increase  for  personal  services  needs  (HSS-56)  4.500 

18.  Preventive  Health  Services  Program  (PH): 

(a)  Management  efficiencies  -  to  align  budget  with  forecasted 

spending  (HSS-58)  (230) 

(b)  Program  enhancements  -  increase  to  support 

improvements  in  laboratories  (HSS-58)  300 

Total,  Preventive  Health  Services  Program  70 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 

19.  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Health  (CH): 

(a)  Management  efficiencies  -  to  align  budget  with  projected 

expenditures  (HSS-60)  (483) 

(b)  Facilities  cost  adjustment  -  to  align  budget  with  projected 

expenditures  (HSS-60)  1,500 

(c)  Law  and  Regulation  Changes  -  redirection  to  contractual 
services  to  fund  the  National  Capital  Poison  Center  for 
one  quarter  (HSS-50). 

(d)  Program  enhancements  -  increase  to  fund  court  mandated 

services  (HSS-60)  300 


Total,  Office  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Health  1,317 

20.  Commission  for  Mental  Health  (CM): 

(a)  Facilities  cost  adjustment  -  to  align  budget  with 

projected  expenditures  (HSS-65)  (350) 

21.  Adult  Services  Program  (AS): 

(a)  Increase  to  fund  current  hospital  accreditation  requirements 

(HSS-67)  6.460 

(b)  Management  efficiencies  -  operational  improvements  will 

result  in  saving  (HSS-67)  (1 ,250) 

(c)  Facilities  costs  adjustments  -  to  align  budget  with  projected 

expenditures  (HSS-67)  449 

Total,  Adult  Services  Program  5,659 

22.  ChildA'outh  Services  Program  (CY): 

(a)  Facilities  cost  adjustment  -  to  align  the  budget  with 

projected  expenditures  (HSS-69)  80 

(b)  Management  efficiencies  -  to  align  budget  with  projected 

expenditues  (HSS-70)  (1 ,372) 

Total,  Child/Youth  Services  Program  (1 .292) 

23.  Forensic  Services  Program  (FO): 

(a)  Facilities  cost  adjustment  -  to  align  budget  with 

projected  expenditures  (HSS-72)  30 

(b)  Management  efficiencies  -  to  align  budget  with 

projected  expenditures  (HSS-72)  (341) 

Total,  Forensic  Services  Program  (31 1) 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


24.  Deputy  for  Administration  (OA): 

(a)  Facilities  cost  adjustment  -  to  align  budget  with  projected 

expenditures  (HHS-73)  440 

(b)  Management  efficiencies  -  to  align  budget  with  projected 

expenditures  {HSS-74)  (1,311) 

Total,  Deputy  for  Administration  (871) 

Total,  Department  of  Human  Services  23.950 

25.  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks: 

(a)  Restores  47  FTE  positions  planned  for  Reduction-in- 
force  in  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

26.  Office  on  Aging: 

No  supplemental  (HSS-102). 

27.  D.C.  General  Hospital  Payment: 

(a)  Increase  for  subsidies  and  transfer  to  Hospital  (HSS-105)  3.700 

28.  Unemployment  Compensation  Fund: 

(a)  Increase  for  payment  to  claimants  (HSS-1 07)  154 

29.  Disability  Compensation  Fund: 

(a)  Increase  for  payment  to  claimants  (HSS-1 09)  4.657 

30.  Department  of  Human  Rights  and  Minority  Business 
Development: 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services  (HSS-1 1 3)  (1 44) 

(b)  Increase  for  expenses  associated  with  move  to 

One  Judiciary  Square  (HSS-1 1 1 3)  28 

Total.  Department  of  Human  Rights  and  Minority 

Business  Development  (116) 

31 .  Office  on  Latino  Affairs: 

(a)  Reduction  due  to  management  efficiencies  (HSS-1 22)  (10) 

(b)  Reduction  due  to  Department  of  Employment  Services 
assuming  cost  of  telephones  and  utilities  at  the  Latino 

Employment  Services  Center  (10) 

Total,  Office  on  Latino  Affairs  (20) 
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nSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 

32.  Commission  for  Women: 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services  due  to  lower  salary 

expectations  (HSS-1 30)  (27) 

(b)  Reduction  due  to  vacant  positions  (HSS-1 30)  (110) 

Total,  Commission  for  Women  === 

33.  Commission  for  Men: 
(a)  Elimination  of  funding  for  the  Commission  (HSS-1 33)         _____ 

34.  Energy  office: 
(a)  Reduction  in  CEAP  program  (HSS-1 35)  _____ 

Total,  Human  Support  Services                                       ____ 
Increases 
Decreases  

Public  Works: 

1 .  Department  of  Public  Works: 
(a)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  (PW-2)  ^^^^^^^^ 

2.  D.C.  Taxicab  Commission: 

No  supplemental  (PW-30). 

3.  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Commission: 

No  supplemental  (PW-37). 

4.  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority: 

(a)  Reduction  due  to  various  changes  in  fares  and  various 

administrative  and  budget  savings  (PW-42)  _____ 

5.  School  Transit  Subsidy: 
(a)  Reduction  in  subsidy  (PW-47)  ^^^ 


il371 


_(501 


(508) 

31.630 
32.461 
(831) 


M  .800) 


f7.287) 


i51 


Total,  Public  Works 


(9.092) 
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HSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Anftount 


Financing  and  Other  Uses: 

1.  Washington  Convention  Center  Transfer  Payment: 

(a)  Reduction  in  subsidies  and  transfers  to  the  Center  (FOU-1)  (338) 

2.  Repayment  of  Loans  and  Interest: 

(a)  Reduction  due  to  redemption  and  refinancing  of  out- 

standing general  obligation  bonds  (FOU-5)  (29,382) 

(b)  Increase  fo  cover  fiscal  charges  (FOU-5)  1 ,1 29 

(c)  Increase  for  planned  1994A  issue  (FOU-5)  9,953 

(d)  Increase  for  planned  1994B  issue  (FOU-5)  3,451 

(e)  Transfer-out  to  General  Fund  Recovery  Debt  (FOU-5)  (312) 

Total,  Repayment  of  Loans  and  Interest  (15.161) 

3.  Repayment  of  General  Fund  Recovery  Debt: 

(a)  Transfer-in  from  Repayment  of  Loans  and  Interest  (FOU-7)  312 

4.  Short-Term  Borrowings: 

(a)  Increase  for  interest  expenses  for  short-term  borrowings 

of  $200,000,000  to  meet  cash  flow  needs  (FOU-9)  3.500 

5.  Optical  and  Dental  Benefits: 

(a)  Reduction  in  amount  for  this  appropriation  (FOU-1 1 )  (11) 

6.  Pay  Adjustment: 

No  supplemental  (FOU-1 4). 

7.  Severance  Pay  (FOU-1 5)  6.000 

8.  D.C.  General  Hospital  Deficit  Reduction  (FOU-1 7)  (5.500) 

9.  Cash  Reserve  Fund  (FOU-1 9)  (3.957) 

Total,  FY  1994  Supplemental  General  Fund  29.946 

Increases                                                                                         120,925 
Decreases  (90,979) 
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RSCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 
(In  Thousands) 


Amount 


1 .  Water  and  Sewer  Fund: 

Department  of  Public  Works  -  Utility  Administration: 

(a)  Reduction  due  to  reduction-in-force  and  373  vacant 

positions  funded  for  3  months  (EF-38)  (5,466) 

(b)  Reduction  for  water  meters,  meter  parts,  and  chemicals 

{EF-38)  (6,092) 

(c)  Occupancy  is  increased  based  upon  projected  needs 

derived  from  prior  year  actual  expenditures  (EF-38)  1 ,530 

(d)  Increase  for  emergency  repair  and  inspection  of  water 
mains  because  of  aging  infrastructure  and  plant 

maintenance  contracts  (EF-39)  4,219 

(e)  Reduction  for  nonrecurring  major  equipment  purchases 

(EF-39)  (600) 

(f)  Reduction  for  debt  service  due  to  decreased  capital 

spending  (EF-39)  (3,002) 

Total,  Utility  Administration  (9,411) 

2.  Washington  Aqueduct: 

No  supplemental  (EF-73). 

3.  Lottery  and  Charitable  Games  Enterprise  Fund: 

(a)  Increase  to  fund  pay  increases,  salary  improvements, 

and  unfunded  positions  and  fringe  benefits  (EF-78)  621 

(b)  Increase  to  fund  higher  operating  costs  in  electricity, 

telecommunications,  office  rent,  contractual  services,  and 

equipment  (EF-78)  614 

Total,  Lottery  and  Charitable  Games  Control  Board  1,235 

4.  Cable  Television  Enterprise  Fund: 

(a)  Various  redirections  within  the  office  between 
object  classes. 

Grand  Total,  FY  1 994  Supplemental  21.770 

Increases  122,160 

Decreases  (100,390) 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
CommitteeoftheWhole 


Pos.  Amount 

1.  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia: 

(a)  Transfer  to  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  for  janitorial 
and  security  services  to  the  District 

Building  -19  ~*53 

(b)  Transfer  to  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  for  maintenance  and  supplies 

to  the  District  Building  -3  -300 

(c)  Reduction  of  personal  services  . . .  -94 

(d)  Reduction  in  equipment  rental,  supplies 

and  furniture  purchase  •  •  •  "60 

(e)  Reduction  for  salary  lapses  ..^  :^ 

Total     :22  -9B9 

2.  District  of  Columbia  Auditor 

(a)    Reduction  to  building  rent  ^^  :21 

3.  Office  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  for  Finance 

(a)  Reduction  in  supplies  •  •  •  '^ 

(b)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  :_^  :10 

Total iii  m 

4.  OfBce  of  the  Budget 

(a)    Shift  funding  for  DS-14  Budget  Analyst 

to  Indirect  Cost  jl  dfi 

6.    OfBce  of  Financial  Management 

(a)  Reduction  of  2  vacant  positions 
(DS-16,  Deputy  Controller;  DS-14, 
Financial  Manager) 

-Salary  ••                      "^ 

-  Benefits  ** 

(b)  Reducstion  to  rent  •••                   "127 

(c)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  for 

use  of  one  car  ulj.  il 

Total    „  'J2S. 


27 


Pos.  Amount 

6.  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue 

(a)  Reduction  in  the  motor  fleet  ...  -5 

(b)  Reduction  in  overtime  .  . .  -^S 

(c)  Reduction  of  subsidies  and  transfers  ^.^  :19 

Total i-  :25 

7.  Grants  Management 

(a)    Elimination  of  appropriated  portion  of  this 

oCBce  (building  rent)  :^_:  -2 16 

8.  Office  of  Planning 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services  funds  to 

be  transferred  to  the  Office  of  Zoning  . . .  -90 

(b)  Reduction  in  overtime  :_!_i  :1^ 

Total iii  -105 

9.  OfRce  of  Zoning 

(a)  Increase  in  personal  services  funding 

from  Office  of  Planning  .  .  .  -t-SS 

(b)  Increase  in  nonpersonal  services  to 

update  the  D.C.  Zoning  Maps  ...  *6 

(c)  Reduction  in  overtime  •_:_.  :§. 

Total iii  ±85 

10.  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessment  and  Appeals 
(a)    Reduction  reflects  the  fact  that  Council 

action  has  shorten  the  length  of  time  for 

Board  to  hear  appeals  s_^  :32 

11.  Repayment  of  Loans  and  Interest 

(a)    Reduction  to  reflect  a  mid^June  1994  issuance 
date,  lower  issuance  costs  and  smaller  bond 
size  for  the  1994B  general  obligation  bond 
iasaaaoe  « •  * 

12.  Short-term  Borrowings 
(a)    Reduction  i.^.. 
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Pos.  Amoiint 

13.  AcUustment 

(a)  Transfer  the  equipment  line  to  the  Police 

Department  •  •  •  •5,648 

(b)  Other  adjustment  ^.i-i  iLiiO 

Total iii  -IJSS 

14.  Cash  Reserve  Fund 

(a)    Reduction  of  fund  :j;_:  :3,957 

15.  Lottery  Board 

(a)  Reduction  in  out-of-town  travel  ...  *• 

(b)  Reduction  due  to  two  cars  being  returned  to 

Department  of  Public  Works  motor  fleet  ...  -2 

(c)  Reduction  for  promotions  2_:_.  :M. 

Total ij-i  '^ 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 

Pos. 


OfBce  of  the  Mayor 

(a)    Transfer-in  one  DS-17  Commiinications 
Director  ftt)m  OfGce  of  Communications 

Office  of  the  City  Administrator/Deputy 
Mayor  for  Operations 

(a)    Reduction  of  unexpended  other-than- 
personal  services  ftinds 

Office  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human 
Resources  Development 

(a)  Reduction  in  contractual  services 

(b)  Reduction  in  personal  services  for 
vacant  funded  positions 


Total 


4.    Office  of  the  Secretary 

(a)    Reduction  of  vacant  DS-13 

6.    Office  of  Communications 

(a)  Transfer-out  DS-17  Communications 
Director  to  Office  of  the  Mayor 

(b)  Reduction  of  positions 


Total 


•i-l 


•1 

•7 


6.  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations 

(a)    Reduction  of  DS-16  positions  ^ 

7.  OfBce  of  Personnel 

(a)    Reduction  in  other-than-personal  services       j^. 

8.  Office  of  Employee  Appeals 

No  changes. 

9.  Public  Employee  Relations  Board 

No  changes. 


Amount 
♦34 

•1.000 

-1^59 

•SOO 

-1.859 


-37 


-37 


-SO 


•20 


30 


2 


10.  Advisory  Neighborhood  Commissions 

To  maintain  fuU  allocation  :.:_:  ±£2 

11.  D.C.  Retirement  Board 

No  changes. 

12.  Department  of  Administrative  Services 

(a)  Reduction  in  supplies  •  •  •  "^^ 

(b)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  .  •  •  'SZO 

(c)  Reduction  in  energy  •  •  •  *^** 

(d)  Savings  firom  establishment  of  an 

emergency  small-purchase  procure-  ^^ 

ment  program  •  •  •  -2,000 

(e)  Transfer-in  from  Council  for  janitorial 

and  security  services  at  District  Building         ±19  ±453 


Total 


••■19 


13.  Contract  ^peals  Board 

No  changes. 

14.  Office  of  Inspector  General 

(a)    Committee  recommends  that  three  positions 
to  be  abolished  be  funded  through  a  percent- 
age of  Indirect  Cost  Recovery  funds  ($108)       ;_^  

15.  Board  of  Elections  and  Ethics 

(a)    Increase  to  meet  statutorily  mandated 
timely  elections  and  implementations  of 
theNVRA  i^  ±22 

16.  Office  of  Campaign  Finance 

,  (a)    Increase  for  within-grades  :^_:  ±3^ 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Public  Services  and  Youth  Affairs 


Pos.  Amount 

1.  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 

No  changes. 

2.  Department  of  Human  Rights  and  Minority 
Business  Development 

(a)  Reduction  -  regular  pay  (11)  ...  -63 

(b)  Reduction  •  other  services  and  charges  (40)     ^_j_.  ;53 

Total i_j_.  -116 

3.  OfBce  on  Latino  Affairs 

No  changes. 

4.  Conunission  for  Women 

(a)    Reduction  for  four  vacant  funded 

positions  .  . .  -110 

6.    Commission  for  Men 
No  changes. 

6.    OfBce  of  Cable  Television 

(a)  Subsidies  and  transfers    -  $140,000' shall 
be  transferred  to  the  General   Fund. 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Judiciary 

Pos. 


Metropolitan  Police  Department 

(a)  Increase  for  equipment 

(b)  Reduction  for  salary  lapse 


Total 


2.  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services 
Department 

No  changes. 

3.  Police  and  Fire  Retirement  Funds 

(a)    Restores  funding  to  the  actuarially 
determined  amount 

4.  Judges  Retirement  Funds 

(a)    Restores  funding  to  the  actuarially 
determined  amount 

5.  Court  of  Appeals 

No  changes. 

6.  Superior  Court 

No  changes. 

7.  D.C.  Court  System 

(a)    Decrease  in  nonpersonal  services 

8.  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services 

(b)  Fringe  benefits 

(c)  Equipment 


Total 


9.    Settlements  and  Judgments 

(a)    Decrease  due  to  increased  emphasis  on 
risk  management  activities 


Amount 


+4,798 
•4.500 

1-298 


...  +76,853 


...  +1.857 


-400 


-370 
-37 
•93 

-500 


5.000 
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Pos.  Amount 

10.  Public  Defender  Service 

(a)  Reduction  in  personal  services  . . .  -102 

(b)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  . . .  -60 

(c)  Reduction  to  be  determined  by  PDS  i_s_^  -48 

Total j_^  -200 

11.  Pretrial  Services  Agency 

No  changes. 

12.  Department  of  Corrections 

(a)    Reduction  from  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons 

payment  j_j_.  -2.500 

13.  Board  of  Parole 

No  changes. 

14.  National  Guard 

No  changes. 

15.  OfBce  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

(a)    Reduction  due  to  deferring  purchase  of 
services  and  equipment  and  not  filling 
vacant  computer  specialist  position  ;_;_^  2^ 

16.  Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities 
and  Tenure 

No  changes. 

17.  Judicial  Nomination  Commission 

No  changes. 

18.  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board 

(a)  Reduction  for  salary  lapse  . . .  -40 

(b)  Reduction  in  board  member  compensation  . . .  -10 

(c)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges  .  . .  -10 

(d)  Reduction  to  be  determined  2_^  ^40 

Total __.  -100 

19.  Board  of  Appeals  and  Review 

No  changes. 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Human  Services 

Pos.  Amount 


1.  OfiBce  on  Aging 

No  changes. 

2.  Commission  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities 
(a)  Reduction  for  vacant  position 

•-  Regular  pay 
-  Fringe  benefits 


Total 


3.  Office  of  Energy 

No  changes. 

4.  D.C.  General  Hospital  Subsidy  Payments 

No  changes. 

5.  D.C.  General  Hospital  deficit  reduction 

Decrease 

6.  Department  of  Human  Services 

(a)  Management  and  Support  Services 


(c)  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children 
No  changes. 


•33 
•36 


•S.500 


-  Supplies  (20) 

•   •   • 

•81 

"  Other  services  and  charges  (40) 

•   •   • 

•950 

••  Equipment  (70) 

•   •   • 

■377 

m   •   • 

•1.408 

(b)  Commission  on  Social  Services 

••  Energy  (30a) 

•86 

"  Communications  (30b) 

•66 

••  Contracts  (Other)  (409) 

•179 

"  Postage  (416) 

•S 

••  Printing  (411) 

•14 

"  Rental  (30c) 

•275 

Total    

•    •    • 

•624 
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Pog.  Amount 

(d)  Child  Day  Care  Services 

No  changes. 

(e)  Foster  Care 

»  Subsidies  and  transfers  (50)  j,^^  -500 

(f)  Family  Services  Administration 

"  Regular  pay  (11)  . . .  -3^27 

-  Fringe  benefits  (14)  . . .  -716 
"  Communications  (30b)  . . .  -23 
"  Building  rent  (30c)  ^^  -216 

Total :_^  -4J281 

(g)  General  Public  Assistance 

-  Subsidies  and  transfers  (50)  . . .  -700 


(h)    Tncomp  Mflint-enance  Adfninistration 

-  Regular  pay  (11) 

-  Fringe  benefits 

-  Building  rent  (30c) 

-  Travel  (40) 

~  Supplies  (20)                                                          i_ 

Total 

-1,066 

-234 

-946 

-11 

i6 

-2^62 

(i)     Mental  Retardation  and  Developmental 
Disabilities  Administration 
No  changes. 

(j)     Rehabilitation  Services  Administration 
No  changes. 

(k)    Youth  Services  Administration 

-  Boot  Camp  (subsidies  and  transfers)  (60)     . . .  -750 

-  Communications  (30b)  ;_j_.  ^40 

Total ;_^  -790 

(1)     Conunission  on  Health  Care  Finance 
No  changes. 
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Pos.  Amount 

(m)  Commission  on  Mental  Health 

•-  Contractual  Services  (40)  ;_^  -350 

(n)   Adult  Services  Administration 
No  changes. 

(o)    Child  and  Youth  Services  Administration 
••  Regular  pay  (11) 

--  Fringe  benefits  (14)  j_^ 

Total i^  -1.372 

(p)    Forensic  Administration 

--  SuppUes  (20)  ...  -16 

--  Energy  (30a)  . . .  -133 

"  Communications  (30b)  . .  .  -99 

--  Building  rent  (30c)  ...  -84 

--  Other  services  and  charges  (40)  ...  -2 

--   Equipment  (70)  ;_:_.  J. 

Total i^  -341 

(q)    Office  of  the  Administrator 

-•  SuppUes  (20)  . . .  -600 

-  Energy  (20a)  .  .  .  -640 

"  Equipment  (70)  i_:_.  £71 

Total i^  -1.311 

(r)    Commission  on  Public  Health 

Regular  pay  (11)  ...  -37 

Additional  gross  pay  (13)  ...  -11 

Fringe  benefits  (14)  ...  -4 

Supplies  (20)  ...  -50 

Energy  (30a)  ...  -271 

Equipment  ...  -157 
National  Capital  Poison  Center 

(other  services  &  charges)  (40)  i_5_.  ■♦•47 

Total ...  -483 
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Poft.  Amount 

(a)    Alcohol  and  Drug  Abuse  Administration 

--  Additional  gross  pay  (13)  •  •  •  '^ 

.-  Contractual  services  (40)  i_:_i  :4,495 

Total ^  :M20 

(t)    Ambulatory  Health  Care  Administration 

--  Regular  pay  (11)  •  •  •  *^® 

--  Fringe  benefits  (14)  •  •  •  ** 

--  SuppUes(20)  •••  -^^^ 
-•  Other  services  and  charges  (out-of-town 

travel)  (40)  ^-^  ^ 

Total --LJL  :2S1 

(u)    D.C.  Village 

No  changes. 

(v)    HIV/AIDS 

No  changes. 

(w)  Long  Term  Care  Administration 

"  SuppUes  (20)  lii  M 

(x)    Preventive  Health  Services  Administration 

"  Regular  pay  (11)  •  •  •  "  * 

"  Additional  gross  pay  (13)  •  •  •  "^ 

"  Fringe  benefits  (14)  •  •  •  ** 

-  Contractual  services  (40)  ij_i  i^OO 

Total iii  :230 

Total i^  liS^M 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 

Committee  on  Labor 

Pes.  Amount 

Department  of  Employment  Services 
(a)    Reduction  as  a  result  of  freezing 

20  of  27  vacant  positions  for 

remainder  of  FY  1994 

"Object  11  ••.  -570 

••  Object  14  i_5_.  -108 

Total j^  -678 

Unemployment  Compensation  Fund 
No  changes. 

Disability  Compensation  Fund 

(a)  Reduction  to  object  class  2ii,^f,^^^.mm~  . . .  -38 

(b)  Reduction  to  object  class  40  ...  -400 

(c)  Reduction  to  object  class  50  i_j_.  -500 

Total ...  -938 


39 


Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Housing 


Pos.  Amount 

Department  of  Housing  and 
Community  Development 

(a)  Increase  for  TAP  Administration  . . .  -170 

(b)  Increase  for  TAP  Administration  . . .  -60 

(c)  Subsidies  and  transfer  for  housing 
counseling  and  training  for  the 

police  housing  program  . . .  -fSO 

(d)  Reduction  to  TAP  subsidy  ij^  -189 

Total ...  -359 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Economic  Development 


Po8.  Amount 

Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Economic 
Development: 

(a)  Reduction  of  (1)  Administrative  Officer, 
(1)  Procurement  Specialist,  and  (1) 

Secretary  ••..  -107 

(b)  Reduction  of  (1)  DS-14  Public  Information 
Marketing  Manager  and  (1)  DS-11  Special 

Assistant  for  six  months  •  ■'■  -53 

(c)  Consolidation  of  office  space  at  7 17- 14th 

Street,  N.W.  for  savings  . . .  -300 

(d)  Reduction  in  contractual  services  j_i_.  '75 

Total .^  -535 

Office  of  Banking  and  Financial  Institutions 

(a)    Reduction  in  personal  services  due  to  vacant 

position  jj_.  -66 

Office  of  Tourism  and  Promotion 

(a)  Reduce  funding  for  one  new  DS-3  position  . . .  -17 

(b)  Reduction  in  advertising  ...  •? 

(c)  Reduction  in  postage  j_2_.  ^ 

Total j__  -26 

Washington  Convention  Center  Transfer  Payment 

(a)    Reduction  of  5.9%  j^_.  -338 

Washington  Convention  Center  Enterprise  Fund 

(a)  Washington  Convention  Center 

--  Reduction  of  6.9%  . . .  -150 

(b)  D.C.  Committee  to  Promote  Washington 

"  Reduction  of  5.9%  . . .  -157 

(c)  Washington  Convention  and  Visitors  Assoc.     ...  

(d)  D.C.  Chamber  of  Commerce 

-  Reduction  of  5.9%  4_j_,  ;;S1 

Total ...  -338 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Education  and  Libraries 


Pos. 


Amount 


Teachers  Retirement  Fund 
(a)    Restores  to  the  actuarially  determined 
amount 

D.C.  School  of  Law 
(a)    Reduction  of: 

••  Faculty  research  grants 

-  Faculty  travel,  conferences,  research 
and  writing 

••  Law  Library 


Total 


Public  Library 
(a)    Reduction  of: 

-  Savings  from  position  vacancies 

••  Buildings  maintenance 

••  Overtime 

-•  Savings  firom  fringe  benefits 


Total 


Board  of  Education 
(a)    Reduction  in: 

•-  Regular  pay  (11) 

••  Other  services  and  charges  (40) 


Total 


5.    University  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
(a)    Pay  raises 


;_^  ♦37.382 


•10 

•10 
•10 

•30 


•130 
•50 
-20 
-45 

-245 


•130 
•2.627 

-2.757 


+600 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs 

Pos.  Amount 

1.  Department  of  Consumer  &  Regulatory 
Affairs 

(a)  Reduction  of  ADP  improvements  . . .  -3,600* 

(b)  Restore  FTEs  ±12  

Total +12  -3.600 

2.  Education  Licensure  Commission 

(a)    Reduction  of  5.9%  i^j  :28 

3.  Public  Service  Conunission 

No  changes. 

4.  Office  of  the  People's  Counsel 

No  changes. 


*To  be  included  in  capital  budget. 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  the  Environment 

Pes.  Amount 

1.  Department  of  Public  Works 

(a)  Reduction  in  other  services  and  charges 

(contractual  services)  . .  .  -2,100 

(b)  Transfer-in  from  Council  for  maintenance 

of  District  Building  +3  -t-SOO 

(c)  Redirection  to  Solid  Waste  Management 
Administration  (40)  for  trash  collection  and 
street  and  alley  cleaning  for  additional  personnel 

••  Director  (10)  ...  -42 

-  Controller  (16)  ...  -28 
••  Management  Services  (20)  . . .  -27 

-  Transportation  (50)  ...  -49 
"  Construction  (60)  ...  -60 
"  Fleet  Management  (80)  ...  -21 

(d)  Solid  Waste  Management  Administration  (40) 
for  trash  collection  and  street  and  alley 

cleaning  for  additional  personnel  ^_:_.  ♦227 

Total _+3  -1.800 

2.  School  Transit  Subsidy 

No  changes. 

3.  Water  and  Sewer  Utility  Administration 

No  changes. 

4.  Washington  Aqueduct 

No  changes. 

5.  D.C.  Tazicab  Commission 

No  changes. 
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Summary  of  FY  1995  and  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Self-Determination 


Pos.  Amount 

FY  1995:  ^^**^ 

Statehood  Commission: 

"  Reduction  in  other  services  and 

charges  (40)  ,  _  .gQ 

FY  1994: 

State  Commission 

••  Reduction  in  other  servic^^^jjd 
charges  (40)  "  "  .  _  .50 


Recommends  Sec.  113  of  the  FY  1995  Budget  Request  Act  be  deleted. 
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Summary  of  FY  1994  Committee  Actions 
Committee  on  Regional  Affairs 


Pos.  Amount 

1.  Washington  Metropolitan  Area 
Transit  Authority  (Metro) 

(a)  Reduction  due  to  various  changes  j_j_j  -7^87 

2.  Washington  Metropolitan  Area 
Transit  Commission 

No  changes.  "** 

3.  Metropolitan  Washington  Council  of 
Governments 

No  changes. 
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Opening  Remarks  of  Chairman  Dexon 

Mr.  DrxON.  Let  me  welcome  the  leadership  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia government  here  this  morning.  I  want  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  welcome  both  Mayor  Kelly  and  Chairman  Clarke  here 
today  for  our  first  hearing  on  the  fiscal  year  1994  supplemental 
budget  and  the  fiscal  year  1995  regular  budget. 

FOCUS  ON  FY  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL  REQUEST 

Instead  of  taking  up  the  FY  1995  budget  today,  Mr.  Walsh  and 
I  thought  it  would  be  better  to  focus  our  attention  on  the  FY  1994 
supplemental,  and  take  up  the  FY  1995  budget  at  a  later  date. 

I  said  to  you  last  night,  Madam  Mayor,  that  this  hearing,  as  far 
as  Mr.  Walsh  and  I  are  concerned,  is  not  to  be  an  accusatory  one. 
I  recognize  the  responsibility  that  you  and  the  City  Council  and  the 
Council  Chairman  have.  I  think  that,  in  general,  you  have  done 
and  performed  an  excellent  job  for  the  District. 

BUDGET  SUBMISSION  MISLEADING 

On  the  other  hand,  I  feel  there  are  some  serious  financial  ques- 
tions to  be  answered.  In  the  14  years  I  have  been  here  I  have  now 
come  to  realize  that  the  budget  that  comes  up  here,  in  my  opinion, 
does  not  accurately  reflect  the  state  of  the  financial  condition  of  the 
District  government. 

So  it  is  in  regard  to  a  midterm  correction  with  this  supplemental 
that  we  are  taking  the  opportunity  to  ask  some  questions. 

The  questions  are  not  designed  to  embarrass,  nor  to  place  blame. 
I  think  the  Federal  government  has  a  responsibility  to  the  District 
and  the  District  has  a  responsibility  to  be  accountable.  And  it  is  in 
that  context  that  I  will  be  asking  questions. 

GROWTH  IN  FEDERAL  PAYMENT 

I  would  point  out  for  the  record  that  since  Mayor  Kelly  has  been 
Mayor,  the  Federal  payment  has  grown  from  $430.5  million  to  the 
$670  million  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget;  and  that  is  an  in- 
crease of  $240  million  during  the  time  she  has  been  Mayor. 

HIGHLIGHTS  OF  RECENT  FINANCLAL  HISTORY 

Let  me  just  trace  a  little  of  the  financial  history  since  Mayor 
Kelly  took  office  that,  in  my  opinion,  reflects  questionable  budget- 
ing practices  and  has  contributed  to  the  present  financial  predica- 
ment of  the  District.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  the  District  transferred 
$28.3  million  from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  to  the  General 
Fund.  At  that  time,  Ms.  O'Connor  said:  "At  the  present  time,  in 
1992,  they" — meaning  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund — "enjoy  a  fairly 
substantial  surplus." 

Also  that  year  the  District  requested  to  defer  the  4th  quarter 
payment  of  $26  million  to  Metro — the  deferral  was  not  agreed  to 
by  Metro  and  the  payment  was  made  in  the  FY  1993  supplemental 
so  you  could  get  back  on  the  regular  payment  schedule. 

Last  year  at  this  time  when  the  FY  1994  budget  was  submitted 
along  with  the  supplemental  for  FY  1993,  one  of  the  major  features 
was  a  one-time  shift  in  property  tax  revenues.  The  term  "revenues" 
was  used,  and  the  amount  was  $180  million  that  was  shifted  from 
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the  first  quarter  of  FY  1994  to  the  last  quarter  of  FY  1993  so  that 
you  could  incur  additional  obligations  knowing  you  did  not  have 
the  cash  to  pay  the  bills  for  those  obligations. 

At  that  time,  I  indicated  that  sooner  or  later,  notwithstanding  a 
statement  that  the  $331.6  million  borrowing  that  occurred  in  FY 
1991,  would  give  you  a  cash  cushion  so  you  would  not  have  to  bor- 
row short  term  again,  I  was  skeptical  that  there  would  not  be 
short-term  borrowing  in  the  near  future.  In  fact,  at  that  time  Mr. 
Franklin  Raines,  Financial  Adviser  to  Mayor  Kelly,  made  a  state- 
ment that  if  in  fact  the  District  has  to  borrow  short  term  again 
after  this  $331.6  million  long-term  borrowing,  we  should  oppose  the 
short-term  borrowing;  and  it  would  be  a  clear  signal  that  there  is 
a  financial  problem  in  the  District.  That  was  Mayor  Kelly's  finan- 
cial adviser  who  made  that  statement  on  May  21,  1991.  This  is  Mr. 
Raines'  statement: 

Mr.  Raines.  I  can  tell  you  that  if  the  District  says  it  is  going  to  sell  more  short- 
term  notes,  that  means  it  is  having  another  deficit.  Everyone  here  ought  to  oppose 
it.  It  is  the  selling  of  additional  short-term  notes  after  these  bonds  are  sold  that  sig- 
nals when  you  are  having  deficits.  That's  why  I  think  the  chairman  (Council  Chair- 
man John  Wilson)  was  saying,  no  more  of  that.  You  can't  have  any  more  short-term 
notes. 

It  would  appear  that  that  day  has  come.  On  May  3rd,  1994,  the 
District  had  to  borrow  another  $200  million  on  a  short-term  basis. 

PENSION  FUND  PAYMENT  DEFERRALS 

So  it  is  that  kind  of  background  that  brings  us  to  the  FY  1994 
supplemental,  and  it  is  my  understanding  that  you  plan  to  defer 
$190  million  of  the  FY  1994  pension  pa3mients.  In  other  words,  of 
the  $230  million  that  you  now  owe  or  will  owe  to  the  pension  fund 
by  the  end  of  the  year,  you  only  plan  to  make  a  $40  million  pay- 
ment leaving  an  unpaid  balance  of  $190  million. 

Assuming  you  defer  the  $190  million,  that  means  in  FY  1995, 
you  will  have  to  pay  a  total  of  $490  million,  or  about  half  a  billion 
dollars,  to  the  pension  funds.  I  wonder  if  the  District  can  afford 
that  kind  of  money  in  one  budgetary  year. 

ADMINISTRATION  INHERITED  FINANCIAL  PROBLEMS 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  a  lot  of  this.  Madam  Mayor,  is  not  your 
doing.  I  understand  that  you  inherited  a  very  difficult  problem.  In 
fact,  you  came  to  the  Congress  and  along  with  Representative  Nor- 
ton and  myself  and  many  others,  we  got  together  and  provided  an 
additional  Federal  payment  of  $100  million  for  FY  1991  three 
months  after  you  became  Mayor.  So  it  is  a  cumulative  problem. 

But  I  do  think  the  time  has  come  when  we  must  face  some  re- 
ality, and  this  Committee  deserves  to  have  a  clear  snapshot  of  ex- 
actly what  the  problems  are. 

PROPOSED  SHORT-TERM  BORROWING 

I  would  note  that  in  addition  to  your  short-term  borrowing  of 
$200  million  for  FY  1994,  that  there  is  an  item  that  indicates  to 
me  that  the  District  plans  to  borrow  $250  million  next  year  in 
short-term  borrowing. 
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And  so  when  I  put  all  of  this  information  together,  it  is  in  the 
spirit  of  just  trying  to  find  out  what  the  situation  is  that  this  hear- 
ing is  being  held  today. 

With  that,  I  will  call  on  our  Ranking  Member,  Mr.  Walsh,  for 
any  opening  statement  he  would  like  to  make. 

Opening  Remarks  of  Congressman  Walsh 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  thank  the  Chairman.  I  would  also  like  to  welcome 
the  Mayor  and  the  Chairman  of  the  City  Council,  and  the  Chief  Fi- 
nancial Officer,  Ellen  O'Connor. 

I,  too,  am  very  concerned  about  the  fiscal  situation  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.  As  you  know,  I  have  not  been  a  proponent  of  state- 
hood. However,  that  doesn't  preclude  it  from  happening,  obviously. 
I  think  there  are  a  number  of  forces  in  the  country  and  in  the  Dis- 
trict who  conceivably  could  prevail. 

But  the  District  does  not  make  its  best  case  when  it  is  not  deal- 
ing with  its  fiscal  problems  and,  indeed,  crises. 

I  think  that  there  are  a  number  of,  perhaps  a  majority  of  the 
Members  of  the  Congress — I  can't  speak  for  anyone  other  than  my- 
self— ^who  are  more  than  willing  to  help  with  the  pension  problem. 
But  to  have  the  District  opt  not  to  make  a  pajrment  that  they  are 
obligated  to  make  on  the  pension  makes  it  very  difficult  for  us  to 
be  helpful. 

The  one-shot  deals  in  the  past  such  as  the  property  tax  shift,  the 
bonding  for  operating  expenses — my  background  in  city  govern- 
ment says  you  never  bond  operating  expenses.  Capital  expenses, 
absolutely,  but  never  for  operating  expenses — put  you  so  far  behind 
that  you  never  catch  up  on  those. 

We  are  more  than  willing  to  undertake  the  discussions  regarding 
the  supplemental.  I  think  the  Chairman  has  some  good,  solid,  valid 
questions  on  how  you  arrive  at  the  funds  for  the  supplemental.  And 
I  will  be  asking  those  same  questions,  too;  and  hopefully  we  will 
be  able  to  keep  the  discussion  on  track  on  the  supplemental. 

But  there  are  bigger,  much  bigger  issues  that  concern  all  of  us. 
I  am  sure  this  isn't  anything  you  haven't  heard  before. 

WILLINGNESS  TO  HELP  ADDRESS  PROBLEMS 

Finally,  I  would  just  like  to  say,  I  think  the  Congress  is  willing 
to  work  with  you.  I  am  not  one  of  those  who  wants  to  take  on  addi- 
tional responsibilities  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Nothing  would 
make  me  happier  than  to  have  the  District  resolve  its  own  prob- 
lems. 

I  have  heard  voices  in  the  Congress  say  they  want  to  get  more 
involved  in  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  District.  I  do  not.  I 
don't  believe  that  the  Chairman  does  either.  We  are  willing  to  help, 
but  we  need  to  see  a  real,  solid  effort  at  grappling  with  these  prob- 
lems; instead  of  taking  them  on  a  year-to-year  basis,  they  should 
be  resolved  in  a  comprehensive  way. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  don't  know  if  either  of  our  other  two  colleagues,  Mr. 
Skaggs,  Mr.  Bonilla,  want  to  make  any  statement. 
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Opening  Remarks  of  Congressman  Bonilla 

Mr.  Bonilla.  Just  very  briefly,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you.  I 
want  to  associate  myself  with  the  Chairman's  remarks  about  just 
wanting  to  do  the  right  thing  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  Any 
questions  that  are  going  to  be  asked  here  are  strictly  in  a  positive 
sense.  We  are  tr3dng  to  help  in  any  way  we  can. 

I  remember  Chairman  Natcher,  when  I  first  got  assigned  to  this 
committee,  used  to  tell  me  that  serving  on  this  committee  guaran- 
teed a  front-row  seat  in  heaven. 

After  being  here  for  a  little  over  a  year  now,  I  can  understand 
what  he  meant.  But,  again,  just  in  that  light,  there  are  a  lot  of 
things,  I  guess,  that  have  occurred  since  we  sat  together  here  last 
time,  and  it  is  in  the  light  of  just  trying  to  work  together  in  a  posi- 
tive sense  I  think  you  will  find  the  spirit  that  every  Member  of  this 
committee  shares. 

I  thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mayor  Kelly.  Delighted.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dexon.  With  that.  Madam  Mayor,  I  would  call  on  you  for  any 
opening  statement  you  would  like  to  make;  and  then  I  will  call  on 
Chairman  Clarke  for  any  statement  he  would  like  to  make. 

Opening  Remarks  of  Mayor  Kelly 

Mayor  Kelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  make 
a  few  remarks,  if  I  might. 

I  thank  you  for  this  opportunity,  Mr.  Walsh,  Mr.  Bonilla,  Mr. 
Skaggs,  thank  you  very  much.  I  feel  very  fortunate  to  be  here  today 
with  the  Chairman  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Council  as  well  as 
many  key  figures  in  this  administration,  particularly  our  Chief  Fi- 
nancial Ofiicer. 

To  sort  of  cut  to  the  chase,  I  think  a  lot  of  this  conversation 
about  the  District's  finances  has  been  provoked  in  part  and  prompt- 
ed in  part  by  what  I  think  are  some  articles  in  the  papers,  which 
I  have  to  say  were  very  excellent  articles — and  one  of  the  reporters 
is  right  here — that  I  think  were  very  insightful  in  terms  of  outlin- 
ing and  analyzing  the  financial  challenges  that  the  District  is  up 
against. 

I  want  to  begin  by  stating,  however,  in  terms  of  meeting  those 
fiscal  challenges  in  many  ways  was  not  news  in  the  sense  that  all 
of  this  was  predicted  by  the  Rivlin  Commission  in  terms  of  what 
they  saw  as  inevitable  trends  that  would  occur  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  community  if  certain  steps  were  not  taken  by  the  District 
of  Columbia  government,  as  well  as  the  Federal  Government — and 
since  taking  office,  in  many  ways  we  have  been  able  to  forge  a 
partnership  on  some  critical  points. 

DOWNSIZING  government 

But  I  want  to  speak  to  the  issues  where  I  think  the  District  of 
Columbia  had  to  move  on  its  own  and  had  the  responsibility  to 
move  on  its  own,  the  first  of  which,  as  outlined  by  the  Rivlin  Com- 
mission, it  was  urged  upon  us  that  we  had  to  streamline,  right-size, 
downsize,  however  you  put  it,  I  have  the  scars  to  speak  to  it,  the 
government.  And  ultimately  what  Rivlin  suggested  was  that  there 
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be  6,000  positions  eliminated  in  the  District  of  Columbia  goverji- 
ment. 

And  indeed  what  Rivlin  also  suggested  was  that  those  6,000  posi- 
tions would  come  from  all  aspects  of  the  government,  including 
parts  of  the  government  not  even  under  the  direct  control  of  the 
Mayor  and  the  Council. 

BUDGET  REDUCTIONS 

Immediately  upon  taking  office,  as  a  part  of  the  commitment  of 
the  Congress  to  improve  our  Federal  payment,  I  said,  look,  we  are 
going  to  cut.  We  began  with  the  very  first  budget  process.  We  are 
two-thirds  into  dealing  with  the  budget  deficit  that  I  walked  in  the 
door  and  found;  two-thirds  of  it  was  by  budget  cuts.  And  almost 
every  budget  since  then  has  been  primarily  balanced  by  massive 
cuts  in  this  government. 

POSITIONS  REDUCED 

This  government  has  been  downsized  by  7  percent.  And  6,348  po- 
sitions all  came  out  of  the  executive  branch  alone.  There  were  addi- 
tional cuts  made  in  the  government  at  the  urging  of  myself,  as  well 
as  the  former  Chairman  of  the  Council  working  with  the  Board  of 
Education.  The  schools  also  cut  883  positions.  And  at  our  urging, 
closed,  and  it  was  not  a  popular  decision,  as  you  can  well  imagine, 
nine  schools. 

FIRE  DEPARTMENT  REFORMS 

It  was  also  recommended  by  Rivlin  that  we  reform  a  lot  of  the 
government.  One  of  the  areas  was  in  the  Fire  Department,  not  an 
easy  task.  That  is  probably  the  most  organized  caucus  in  America. 
Yet  we  were  able  to  reform  the  Fire  Department  in  terms  of  areas 
where  there  was  unnecessary  overtime,  individuals  that  were  still 
on  the  payroll  that  should  have  been  retired,  and  drawing  basic 
disability,  as  well  as  going  from  five  to  four  firefighters  on  engine 
companies. 

SORRY  STATE  OF  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT 

There  were  other  areas,  I  might  add,  even  beyond  Rivlin,  beyond 
the  cuts,  beyond  the  reforms,  in  the  Fire  Department,  in  the 
schools,  all  of  which  as  I  indicated,  in  a  government  that  had  never 
been  automated,  virtually  no  training  programs,  no  efforts  at  con- 
solidation of  the  work  force,  and  virtually  no  technology  or  even 
basic  vehicles,  keeping  in  mind  that  my  responsibility  not  only  to 
the  citizens  of  the  District,  but  to  the  citizens  of  America  who  come 
to  this  Nation's  capital,  is  to  provide  a  quality  environment,  try  to 
improve  upon  that,  be  it  in  the  area  of  public  works;  and  most  as- 
suredly, try  to  do  what  we  must  do  to  improve  in  the  area  of  public 
safety. 

FINANCIAL  COMMUNITY'S  CONCERNS 

Having  to  do  that,  we  also  recognized,  however,  that  we  had  an- 
other constituency,  as  it  were,  or  another  group  that  would  be 
watching  us,  critical  to  our  own  ability  to  function.  And  that  group 
was  the  financial  markets.  Wall  Street.  We  regularly,  with  the 
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business  community,  visited  Wall  Street;  and  they  expressed  con- 
cerns beyond  what  had  been  expressed  even  in  Rivlin  or  even  by 
yourselves,  one  of  which  was  the  D.C.  General  Hospital,  a  source 
of  financial  hemorrhaging,  but  still  vital  to  our  community,  which 
is  why  I  asked  that  we  take  direct  control  over  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Hospital,  despite  the  political  problems  associated  with  the 
hospital.  But  we  did  it,  because  we  had  to  do  it. 

ACCUMULATED  GENERAL  FUND  DEFICIT 

A  second  area  of  great  concern  in  the  financial  markets  was  the 
deficit  that  the  District  of  Columbia  inherited,  that  $387  million 
deficit.  Now,  for  a  while,  my  predecessor  began  to  reduce  some  of 
that  debt  down  to  about  $200  million.  But  when  the  recession  came 
in  1988,  it  grew  to  about  $330-plus  million. 

BORROWING  TO  MEET  DEBTS 

The  District  of  Columbia  constantly  was  having  to  do  short-term 
borrowings  to  try  to  meet  its  ongoing  obligations,  particularly  now 
that  the  recession  was  upon  us — this  was  prior  to  my  arrival — and 
to  make  those  pa3anents  or  to  make  some  type  of  gesture  on  those 
payments. 

GENERAL  FUND  RECOVERY  BONDS 

Basically,  what  the  market  wanted  us  to  do — and  that  was  my 
concern,  this  did  not  come  from  the  Congress,  it  didn't  come  from 
Rivlin — was  to  basically  consolidate  it  and  to  pay  off  all  that  obliga- 
tion. That  is  what  prompted  the  general  recovery  bond  request. 

We  did  not  ask  for  anything  in  the  way  of  additional  payment. 
We  simply  asked  the  Congress  to  give  us  the  authority  to  create 
our  own  debt  so  that  we  could  pay  off  that,  establish  some  level  of 
fiscal  integrity  in  the  eyes  of  Wall  Street;  and  now  we  are  servicing 
a  debt  of  $40  million  a  year.  It  has  eliminated  the  frequency  with 
which  we  have  had  to  go  into  the  markets  in  order  to  meet  our  obli- 
gations. 

INITIATIVES  TO  REDUCE  SPENDING 

So  then  the  question  becomes,  well,  if  you  have  downsized  the 
government,  if  you  have  reformed  the  Fire  Department,  if  you  have 
taken  on  the  school  system,  if  you  have  taken  on  D.C.  Greneral,  if 
indeed  you  have  even  asked  people  who  are  vested  in  the  retire- 
ment program  that  has  visited  upon  us  now  a  $2  billion  and,  with 
interest,  now  $5  billion  liability,  if  you  have  asked  those  folks  who 
are  already  vested  to  pay  more  and  get  less  in  order  to  do  our  part 
to  help  solve  that  unfunded  pension  issue,  which  is  also  destabiliz- 
ing our  budget,  my  Lord,  Mayor  Kelly,  why  do  we  have  a  problem? 

That  makes  you  frustrated,  the  Council  gets  frustrated,  the  citi- 
zens get  frustrated,  and  so  do  I.  And  let  me  speak  to  it,  if  I  might. 

PRODUCING  "balanced"  BUDGETS 

For  one  thing,  although  I  know  all  of  you  here  appreciate  the  dif- 
ference, there  is  confusion  about  sometimes  different  terminology — 
debt,  deficits,  and  then  the  liquidity  as  regards  cash.  We  balance 
our  budget  every  year,  and  we  have  not  done  it  by  gimmicks.  We 
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have  done  it  by  significant  cuts  in  this  government.  But  there  is, 
without  question,  an  inevitable  trend  that  is  developing,  not  pecu- 
liar to  the  District,  but  exacerbated  manyfold  in  the  District  be- 
cause of  the  limits  on  our  ability  to  offer  financial  incentives,  be- 
cause we  do  not  have  full  authority  over  our  wealth.  And  that 
speaks  to  the  heart  of  what  Ms.  Henderson's  articles  talked  about. 

district's  tax  base — ^THREE  CATEGORIES 

We  have  basically  three  categories  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
A  significant  slice  of  our  community  are  retirees,  probably  the 
backbone  of  our  city,  but  they  don't  contribute  to  the  tax  base,  by 
and  large.  A  waning,  diminishing  group  are  taxpayers.  We  have 
seen  a  significant  exodus  of  our  taxpayers,  in  part,  because  some 
70  percent  of  income  earned  in  the  District  is  beyond  its  reach,  so 
not  surprisingly,  we  have  a  significantly  high  tax  rate. 

And  what  is  growing  here  are  those  in  need.  Half  of  the  children 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  are  in  AFDC  households;  one  in  five, 
medicaid;  one  in  six,  food  stamps.  And  because  we  are  being  ag- 
gressive about  our  public  safety,  we  have  a  growing  population  in 
our  correctional  facilities  at  $21,000  a  person.  And  with  the  grow- 
ing violence  among  young  people,  if  they  go  to  Oak  Hill,  it  is 
$45,000  a  person  a  year. 

MANDATED  PROGRAMS/STATE  RESPONSIBILITIES 

Almost  all  of  those  programs,  most  of  which  a  State  would  have 
responsibility  for — keep  in  mind,  corrections,  medicaid,  and  the 
like,  are  mandated  payments,  and  we  have  got  to  meet  that  obliga- 
tion— we  have  no  discretion.  Indeed,  where  could  I  cut?  When  I  cut, 
it  was  Public  Works,  Recreation,  Fire  Department,  Police  Depart- 
ment. 

DIMINISHING  RETtTRNS 

My  concern  and  I  admit,  I  didn't  take  a  lot  of  economics,  but  I 
remember  a  concept,  the  point  of  diminishing  returns.  If  we  keep 
cutting  and  slashing  at  one  area  of  discretion,  we  are  going  to  do 
it  at  the  expense  of  the  few  people  left  to  pay  taxes,  and,  I  might 
add,  your  constituents,  who  visit  our  city.  Our  ability  to  be  faithful 
to  breaking  the  cycle  of  children  in  violence,  by  investing  in  those 
initiatives  early  on,  aggressively  improving  the  recruitment  and 
training  of  our  police,  £ind  consistently  trying  to  automate  and  im- 
prove systems  of  government;  and  there  are  areas  we  know  we 
have  a  long  way  to  go,  but  there  are  many  areas  from  the  infant 
mortality  rate,  immunization  rates,  foster  care  programs,  public 
works  and  the  like  where  there  are  decided  and  clear  improve- 
ments. 

NEED  TO  RETAIN  TAXPAYERS  IN  CITY 

Therefore,  I  cannot  afford,  I  believe,  to  do  an3d;hing  that  would 
exacerbate  driving  more  of  that  tax  base  out,  which  comes  to  the 
heart  of  what  concerns  everybody  the  most. 
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BUDGET  CUTTING  OPTIONS/WITHHOLDING  PENSION  PAYMENTS 

The  question  was  asked,  "Mayor  Kelly,  why  would  you  offer  to 
put  off  a  payment  of  a  pension?"  Because  what  were  the  other  op- 
tions? The  other  options  were  to  keep  cutting  at  the  expense  of 
those  very  basic  services  that  would  drive  out  more  of  that  tax 
base,  or  to  do  what  I  have  absolutely  avoided  doing  for  the  last 
three-and-a-half  years,  any  across-the-board  tax  increases. 

CONGRESS*  ROLE  IN  SOLVING  DISTRICT'S  PROBLEMS 

And  because  we  are  so  close,  we  believe,  to  finally  offering  a  solu- 
tion to  that  unfunded  pension  issue — and  it  took  a  lot  of  energy 
and  a  lot  of  effort  to  do  our  part  to  get  us  to  this  point — ^we  believe 
that  the  continuing  interest  on  the  part  of  Congress  in  the  Dis- 
trict's financial  affairs  can  only  rebound  to  the  benefit  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  and  this  entire  country  in  terms  of  forging  a 
stronger  partnership  to  make  some  of  the  additional  reforms  rec- 
ommended by  RivUn,  in  part  that  now  I  believe  can  occur  and  must 
occur  in  Congress,  so  that  we  can  offer  more  incentives  to  pull  that 
tax  base  back,  because  my  genuine  belief  is  that  that  is  at  the 
heart  of  the  growing  trend. 

Thank  you. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  MAYOR  KELLY 

[Mayor  Kelly's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  MAYOR  SHARON  PRATT  KELLY 

D.C.  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

FY  1994  Revised  Budget 

May  11,  1994 

Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman  and  distinguished  Members.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  be  with  you  this  morning.  I  welcome  this  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  District  of  Columbia's  adopted  FY  1994  Revised 
budget  request  of  $3.38  billion  and  pending  appropriation  of  $9 
million . 

I  especially  appreciate  the  interest  generated  by  the  press  and  its 
coverage  of  the  District's  fiscal  situation.  The  resulting 
articles  and  discussions  have  been  both  insightful  and  intriguing. 
However,  before  getting  to  the  concerns  raised  by  those  reports  and 
dialogue,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  district  is  facing  the 
same  fiscal  problems  as  the  State  of  Maryland,  the  cities  of 
Pittsburgh,  Los  Angeles,  and  New  York  as  well  as  other  cities  and 
states  around  the  country.  Our  nation's  state  and  local 
governments  are  challenged  by  having  to  meet  growing  service 
demands  and  needs  as  their  tax  bases  shrink. 

I  welcome  the  fiscal  review  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
and  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO) .  I  am  convinced  they  will 
validate  the  fiscal  challenges  facing  the  district  as  well  as  the 
initiatives  implemented  by  my  administration  to  bridge  the  growing 
gap  between  revenues  and  expenditures. 

Each  year  since  I  have  been  Mayor,  the  District  of  Columbia  has 
produced  a  balanced  budget;  for  FY  1993  we  managed  a  small  surplus 
of  $7.7  Million. 

My  vision  has  been  to  make  our  government  work,  and  I  will  continue 

to  put  our  children  first.   I  am  committed 

--  To  providing  quality  education, 

--  To  expanding  opportunities  for  developing  businesses  and 

creating  jobs, 
--  To  providing  for  public  safety,  and 
--  To  supporting  our  most  needy  citizens 

My  administration  has  implemented  a  number  of  programs  to  balance 
revenues  and  expenditures  including  resizing  the  government  --  a 
marked  departure  from  business  as  usual .  And  yet  the  district 
continues  to  struggle  against  a  deficit  in  each  subsequent  year. 
The  question  in  the  minds  of  many  is  "how  can  this  continue  to 
happen?" 

The  answer  lies  in  the  many  structural  challenges  facing  the 

District  and  urban  America.   Foremost  among  these  challenges  are 

the  growing  and  competing  needs  of  three  principal  sectors  of  our 

urban  community: 

--  Retirees, 

--  Working  taxpayers,  and 

—  Citizens  in  need. 
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The  District's  work  force  and  population  are  aging,  bringing  with 
them  a  welcome  wisdom  and  maturity  but  a  diminished  level  of  income 
to  support  purchasing  power  and  the  tax  base.  Although  the  District 
has  experienced  an  overall  decline  in  population,  our  senior 
residents  have  increased  4  percent  over  the  past  ten  years. 

Conversely,  the  total  number  of  income  taxpayers  living  in  the 
District  is  declining,  dropping  about  10  percent  over  the  last  four 
years.  We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the  loss  of  working 
families  who  are  migrating  to  the  suburbs.  Currently,  only 
257,000(55%)  district  residents  pay  income  tax;  carrying  a 
substantial  fiscal  burden  to  support  their  neighbors  and  the 
620,000  daily  commuting  workers  and  19,000,000  annual  visitors  to 
our  great  city. 

The  needy  in  our  population  are  growing  in  numbers.  Those  in  need 
include  half  of  our  116,000  children. 

One  out  of  every  six  residents  receives  food  stamps. 

One  out   of   every   five   residents   receives  health  care 

assistance  through  medicaid. 

One  out  of  every  eight  residents  receives  afdc. 

Approximately  45%  of  the  District's  budget  is  dedicated  to 

human  services  and  public  education. 

An  average  of  1,588  children  are  in  protective  services. 

Approximately  9,000  children  are  eligible  for  subsidized  day 

care 

2,500  of  our  youth  are  committed  or  detained  in  our  community 

based  programs  to  rehabilitatE. 

Also  in  need,  are  those  in  our  prison  system  --  with  drugs  and 
violence  on  the  rise  in  our  communities,  their  numbers  are  growing. 
Our  prison  population  requires  investments  ranging  from  $25,000  to 
$40,000  a  person  per  year.  Our  correctional  institutions  maintain 
an  inmate  average  daily  institution  population  of  10,745,  nearly  2% 
of  the  District's  population. 

In  addition  to  delivering  basic  public  services  and  supporting  our 
community  members  in  need,  the  District  is  required  to  meet  the 
costs  of  federally  mandated  programs  and  payments,  health  care 
services,  welfare  and  retirement  payments. 

The  District's  appropriated  medicaid  costs  have  risen  from  $205 
million  in  FY  1991  to  $279.5  million  in  FY  1995,  an  increase  of  36 
percent,  which  is  just  above  the  norm  around  the  country.  Even 
greater  growth  in  medicaid  costs  will  be  contained  by  introducing 
a  managed  health  care  program  for  afdc  recipients.  In  view  of  the 
growing  needs  of  our  citizens,  producing  a  balanced  budget  involves 
some  extremely  hard  choices. 

We  are  committed  to  meeting  our  mandated  payments  and  providing 
quality  services.  At  the  same  time,  I  have  remained  determined  not 
to  implement  any  broad-based  tax  increases;  which  would  only 
aggravate  the  fiscal  situation.  The  District  cannot  afford  to 
continue  to  lose  its  taxpaying  ^ residents  to  its  neighboring 
communities.   Instead,  I  have  taken  the  difficult  and  at  times 
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unpopular  road  of  cutting  expenditures  in  those  discretionary  areas 
where  we  could  continue  to  provide  services  at  a  reduced  cost. 
Since  I  came  into  office  I  have  reduced  discretionary  services 
expenditures  to  accommodate  over  $300  million  in  non-discretionary 
expenditures  for  court  ordered  and  federally  mandated  services, 
independent  operations,  and  fixed  costs. 

One  unmistakable  manifestation  of  this  commitment  to  cost-cutting 
is  the  number  of  positions  the  executive  branch  alone  has  reduced; 
I  have  eliminated  over  6,000  positions,  as  recommended  by  the 
Rivlin  Commission.  In  addition,  I  am  working  with  the  D.C.  Public 
Schools  through  the  Inter-Agency  Council  on  Education.  This 
collaboration  resulted  in  the  school  board  eliminating  863 
positions  and  closing  9  schools  last  year. 

I  have  taken  responsibility  for  D.C.  General  Hospital.  On  Monday 
I  announced  a  plan  to  establish  solvency  for  the  hospital.  This 
plan  is  the  result  of  a  study  undertaken  by  the  City  Administrator 
and  the  hospital's  board  with  the  assistance  of  Kurron,inc.,  a 
hospital  management  consulting  firm. 

I  am  recommending  the  establishment  of  a  Public  Benefits 
Corporation  to  administer  an  integrated  health  system  comprising 
the  hospital  and  the  neighborhood  health  centers.  Part  of  this  new 
direction  will  involve  managing  the  hospital  with  280  fewer 
positions,  comparable  with  industry  norms,  by  the  end  of  this 
fiscal  year. 

In  my  first  year  as  Mayor,  Working  together  with  you  and  other 
members  of  congress,  we  were  able  to  accomplish  an  increase  in  the 
federal  payment  to  the  District  and  the  creation  of  a  formula  for 
funding  the  payment .  This  increase  has  helped  as  we  work  to 
balance  the  budget  each  year.  However,  the  increase  to  the  federal 
payment  had  to  be  matched  with  reductions  twice  its  value  to  meet 
our  balanced-budget  commitment. 

All  of  this,  have  not  reversed  the  hemorrhaging  of  our  working 
families  from  our  community.  Our  tax  base  remains  at  risk  and 
continues  to  decline,  just  as  the  share  of  our  population  in  need 
continues  to  grow.  As  a  caring  community,  we  must  support  the 
needy.  However,  we  must  support  our  tax  paying  citizens  who  also 
have  needs.  Their  needs  for  public  works  services,  public  safety, 
economic  development,  regulatory  functions,  and  public  education 
enhance  their  quality  of  living.  I  have  had  to  continue  to  cut 
these  functions;  yet  maintain  and  even  improve  their  service 
delivery.  In  short,  all  of  our  efforts  to  date  have  not  been 
sufficient  to  permanently  alter  our  fiscal  structure  to  provide  a 
clearer  path  for  balancing  future  expenditures  with  revenues. 

Through  the  Home  Rule  Charter,  the  District  of  Columbia  was  brought 
into  being  under  dismal  fiscal  circumstances.  From  the  very 
beginning,  the  District  started  with  a  deficit  of  $388  million,  an 
operating  deficit  the  Federal  Government  had  prior  to  home  rule. 
That  meant  we  had  $388  million  more  in  liabilities  than  assets  from 
the  start . 
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In  addition,  the  District  was  given  an  unfunded  pension  fund 
liability  of  nearly  $2  billion.  Currently,  this  liability  has 
grown  to  more  than  $5  billion,  as  a  result  of  accrued  interest  and 
changes  in  the  actuarial  assumptions.  The  District,  also,  was 
created  with  a  significantly  restricted  tax  base. 
--  The  District  is  the  only  jurisdiction  that  can  not  tax  2/3 's 

(67%)  of  the  income  earned  here 
--  The  District  is  the  only  jurisdiction  that  can  not  tax  57 

percent  of  its  land  area. 
--  The  District  cannot  tax  many  sales,  more  than  40  percent  of  its 
personal  property  base,  and  many  professional  service  businesses. 

The  federal  payment  formula  has  helped  to  ease  some  of  these 
problems  created  for  the  district  at  its  inception,  but  nonetheless 
the  problems  do  remain. 

That  these  circumstances  have  resulted  in  a  tight  budget  and 
difficult  cash  management  situations  is  no  surprise.  Our  request 
for  financing  the  deficit  through  the  general  fund  recovery  bond 
was  a  request  permitting  the  District  to  create  this  12  year 
financing  and  for  its  taxpayers  to  pay  it  off.  Disbursements  using 
these  funds  represent  the  district's  efforts  to  meet  its  prior  year 
obligations . 

--  What  happened  to  the  proceeds  of  the  recovery  bond:  $336 

million? 
--  With  the  infusion  of  this  cash,  how  is  it  that  the  District 

now  faces  the  possibility  of  a  cash  shortage? 

Since  the  raising  of  the  recovery  bond  several  intervening  events 
have  affected  the  liquidity  of  the  District. 

The  first  is  that  D.C.  General  Hospital  has  been  drawing  funds 
each  year  from  general  revenue.   These  cash  draws  are  in  addition 
to  the  appropriation  subsidy.   I  have  proposed  a  remedy  for  the 
hospital  solvency  to  continue  to  provide  health  care  services  to 
our  uninsured  citizens. 

Second,  collecting  tax  revenue  is  getting  harder.   The  recession 
has  affected  the  rate  of  revenue  collections.   The  sluggish 
economy  has  increased  receivables  in  real  proE>erty,  corporate 
franchise  and  sales  taxes.   The  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue 
is  initiating  an  intensive  collection  effort  working  closely  with 
the  newly  formed  bankruptcy  unit  in  the  Corporation  Counsel's 
office. 

A  third  area  of  "hard  to  collect"  has  been  federal  grants 
reimbursements.  I  hired  a  "cash  czar"  to  work  with  district 
agencies  to  place  priority  on  documentation  and  collection  of 
these  dollars.   On  more  than  one  occasion,  changing  federal  rules 
and  requirements  have  made  collections  difficult.   Recent  reports 
from  the  D.C.  Treasurer's  office  indicate  that  headway  is  being 
made  in  this  area. 

The  fourth  factor,  was  the  result  of  a  tough  budget  choice.    In 
January,  1993,  four  months  in  the  fiscal  year,  the  District  was 
faced  with  a  $250  million  deficit.   Revenue  were  continuing  to  go 
down  and  increases  in  medicaid  and  other  non-discretionary  costs 
were  affecting  this  deficit.   The  choices  were: 
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1-  Across  the  board  property  and  income  tax  increases. 

--High  taxes  are  driving  folks  and  businesses  out  of  the 
District.    I  rejected  this  option. 

2-  Whole  sale  cuts  in  health  care,  public  safety  and  schools. 
--Quality  of  life  in  the  District  hinges  on  these  services. 

I  rejected  this  option. 

3-  Support  vital  services  with  revenue  recognized  by  aligning 
the  property  tax  year  with  the  fiscal  year,  create  a  5th 
quarter . 

--Recognizing  that  no  new  cash  to  the  district  would  be 
received  and  the  cash  balances  would  be  drawn  down,   I 
supported  continuing  services.   I  chose  this  option.    The 
City  Council,  under  John  Wilson,  agreed. 
This  short  term  fix  was  not  the  only  decision  made,  decisions  to 
cut  spending,  to  privatize  functions  in  Corrections  and  D.C. 
Village,  and  to  cut  staffing  were  also  made.   Short  term  fixes 
and  permanent  reductions  have  been  the  budget  balancing  tools. 
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These  four  areas 

*  Cash  draws  by  D.C. General  Hospital 

*  Growth  in  a/r  in  taxes 

*  Growth  in  a/r  in  federal  grants  reimbursements 

*  FY  1993  services  supported  by  aligning  the  property  tax 
and  fiscal  years 

Are  the  reasons  for  the  drain  on  cash  in  the  District. 

We  have,  however,  continued  to  deal  with  the  cash  circumstances 
with  success.   Other  jurisdictions  issue  tax  revenue  anticipation 
notes  because  their  obligations  continue  year-round  while  revenue 
is  received  sporadically  in  large  amounts.   This  is  not  unusual 
and  many  cities  have  used  similar  methods  to  manage  fiscal 
variances . 

Problems  have  been  identified  and  predicted  for  many  years,  long 
before  I  became  Mayor.   The  Rivlin  Commission  cited  many  of  the 
issues  my  administration  continues  to  address. 

While  our  immediate  concern  is  for  balancing  the  current  budgets, 
we  are  also  working  very  hard  toward  creating  the  financial  and 
other  incentives  that  halt  the  out  migration  of  our  citizens  and 
will  help  draw  back  our  working  families.   The  city  needs  will 
outgrow  our  fiscal  support  base  if  we  are  not  successful  in 
bringing  our  tax  base  back. 

The  initiatives  to  lower  the  franchise  tax  rate  and  general  sales 
tax  rate,  effective  October  1,  1994,  are  examples  of  the  first 
steps  toward  that  goal,  as  are  our  efforts  in  economic 
development . 

In  addition,  I  have  re-activated  the  Rivlin  Commission  to  offer 
advice  and  perspective  on  our  progress.   As  of  today,  we  have 
implemented  approximately  70  percent  of  the  Rivlin  Commission 
recommendations  from  1990;  we  believe  these  comprise  most  of  the 
recommendations  that  are  feasible,  given  federal  restrictions  and 
other  constraints.   I  am  continuing  efforts  to  streamline  our 
government  using  technology  and  management  techniques  that  allow 
us  to  operate  professionally  in  the  1990 's. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  done  a  great  deal  in  the  past  three  years 
to  address  the  problems  that  shape  the  District's  financial 
circumstances.   We  have  made  the  tough  management  decisions, 

--  We  are  reducing  staffing  by  6,348 

--  We  have  rif'd  staff 

--  We  have  conducted  management  audits  and  implemented  the 

Recommendations;  examine  the  exhibits  in  my  testimony: 
--  Spending  in  fire  and  emergency  services  has  been  reduced  by 

23% 
--  Spending  in  public  works  has  been  reduced  by  21% 
--  Spending  in  corrections  has  been  reduced  by  12% 
--  Spending  in  recreation  has  been  reduced  by  12% 
--  Even  spending  in  police  has  been  reduced  by  5% 

This  is  before  any  adjustments  for  inflation.   Where  we  can  cut 
we  have.   As  a  result  of  harsh  cuts  in  discretionary  functions 
and  tough  management  decisions,  our  budgets  have  been  balanced. 
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However,  these  initiatives  will  be  continually  undermined  by  the 
District's  structural  base  limitations.   The  FY  1994  Multi-year 
Plan  clearly  identifies  our  fiscal  future  if  this  base  is  not 
expanded. 

I  look  forward  to  your  and  the  Committee's  help  in  making  more 
progress  in  the  future.   In  the  time  that  I  have  been  privileged 
to  serve  as  Mayor,  I  have  been  guided  foremost  by  the  concerns  of 
the  people  who  elected  me,  as  well  as  by  the  concerns  of 
congress.   In  addition,  I  believe  that  the  District  must  protect 
its  good  standing  in  the  market  place  and  its  reputation  as  a 
good  credit  risk.   This  consideration  has  placed  an  extra  measure 
of  importance  on  activities  to  streamline  government.   It  also 
has  given  me  additional  determination  in  resolving  the  problems 
associated  with  D.C.  General  Hospital.   Maintaining  our  good 
standing  with  the  market  is  one  of  the  motivations  for  pension 
reform  --  I  have  taken  the  bold  step  of  asking  people  to  get 
somewhat  less  and  pay  somewhat  more  in  order  to  set  right  the 
inherited  problems  that  are  inherent  in  the  pension  fund. 

What  should  we  do?   What  are  our  options? 

I  believe  the  relations  with  the  federal  government  must  be 
reexamined.   We  are  reaching  the  point  of  diminishing  returns  on 
spending  cuts  and  tax  increases.   The  District  has  struggled  to 
pull  itself  through  difficult  fiscal  conditions.   I  am  proud  of 
my  three  and  half  years.   Turning  around  an  aircraft  carrier  is 
long  and  hard.   However,  we  are  doing  just  that  as  well  as, 
protecting  the  children,  supporting  our  needy  and  stimulating  our 
local  economy  to  create  jobs.    Again,  Mr.  Chairman  I  ask  for 
your  assistance.   You  have  been  a  supporter. 

Therefore,  with  your  indulgence,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  brought 
with  me  the  District's  financial  advisers  to  offer  their  views  of 
the  financial  circumstances  of  the  District  of  Columbia.   Thanks 
for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you.   If  you  or  any 
Subcommittee  Members  have  any  questions  or  need  for  further 
information,  we  are  available  to  respond. 
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CURRENT  STATUS  OF  DISTRICT  FINANCES 

FY  1994  and  1995  RuHnPt^ 

•  Balanced  through  spending  cuts  and  additional  taxes 

•  Congressional  Hearings  begin  May  1 1 


Budget  Reductions 
($  Millions^ 

FY  90       FY  95 

ACTUAL  BUDGET  CHANGE 

CPI 

ADJUSTED 

$98          $  76 

-  23% 

-  34% 

94            74 

-21% 

-  33% 

253          222 

-  12% 

-  25% 

29             26 

-  12% 

-  25% 

250          237 

-   5% 

-  19% 

Discretionary  Functions 

Fire  &  EMS 

Public  Works 

Corrections 

Recreation 

Police 

Non-Discretionary  Functions 
Pollce/Rre  Retirement      1 32 
Debt  Service  241 

Medicaid  1 74 

AFDC  48  65         +  35%        +  15% 


Sourer.  Btcil  Yair  199S  Adoof  d  Budoat  (with  pay  r<is*  allocation  added  to  agency  budgets;   Fiscal  Year 

1992  Budget  (1990  Actual) 


205 

+  55% 

+  32% 

345 

+  43% 

+  22% 

239 

+  37% 

+  17% 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Opening  Remarks  of  Council  Chairman  Clarke 

Mr.  Clarke.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  other  distin- 
guished Members  of  the  subcommittee.  My  name  is  David  Clarke. 
I  am  Chairman  of  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  I  appear 
before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  Council  to  testify  to  the  District 
of  Columbia's  fiscal  year  1994  supplemental  budget  request  as  en- 
acted by  the  Council  on  March  22nd  and  signed  by  the  Mayor  on 
April  14th. 

During  this  process,  many  hearings  were  held  by  the  Council. 
The  Council's  standing  committees  carefully  reviewed  the  supple- 
mental budget  request  of  the  agencies  under  their  purview,  and 
made  surgical  and  tactical  changes  that  were  carefully  thought  out. 
Many  of  these  changes  were  the  result  of  the  Council's  analysis  of 
past  spending  patterns  and  other  supporting  documentation.  Long 
hours  were  put  in  in  order  that  in  the  final  analysis  we  could 
present  a  balanced  budget. 

Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Council,  I  am  proud  to  present  the  fis- 
cal year  1994  supplemental  budget  to  this  subcommittee. 

I  am  not  saying  there  is  not  more  to  be  done,  but  the  Council 
certainly  has  begun  the  process.  I  have  brought  with  me  the  re- 
ports of  the  Council  standing  committees,  as  well  as  the  final  re- 
port on  the  budget;  and  I  would  ask  that  they  be  made  a  part  of 
the  record. 

[Clerk's  note. — The  reports  referred  to  have  been  retained  in 
the  committee  files.] 

revised  FY  1994  BUDGET 

Mr.  Clarke.  The  fiscal  year  1994  supplemental  budget  enacted 
by  the  Council  totals  $3.6  billion.  A  total  of  $3.4  billion  is  allocated 
to  the  District's  General  Fund,  $231.5  million  is  allocated  to  the 
Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund,  $8.4  million  to  the  Lottery  and 
Charitable  Gains  Control  Board,  and  $2.4  million  is  allocated  to  the 
Cable  Television  Enterprise  Fund. 

unfunded  pension  liability 

As  you  know,  the  worst  long-term  fiscal  problem  is  the  under- 
funded pension  liability  which  now  stands  at  $4.9  billion  and  is 
projected  to  grow  to  $6.1  billion  in  10  years.  This  is  one  of  the 
items  which  the  General  Accounting  Office  is  examining.  But  it  is 
one  it  has  examined  before,  when  it  determined  that  75  percent  of 
the  unfunded  liability  was  due  to  Federal  action  or  inaction. 

While  not  responsible  for  this  problem,  the  Council  has  neverthe- 
less taken  the  initiative  to  respond  to  it  by  passing  an  act  to  re- 
quire all  parties  to  contribute  to  the  solution.  The  District  govern- 
ment would  continue  to  pay  the  lion's  share,  but  workers'  payroll 
deductions  would  increase  from  7  to  8  percent.  Retirees  would  re- 
ceive only  one  full  cost-of-living  each  year  rather  than  two  semi- 
annual increases.  And  the  Federal  contribution  would  be  extended 
from  31  years,  increasing  5  percent  annually  starting  in  fiscal  year 
1996. 
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I  transmitted  that  act  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  Senate  on  May  9th,  1994.  Congresswoman  Norton  has 
introduced  pairallel  legislation  in  the  House,  H.R.  3728. 

RESTORING  BUDGET  FOR  PENSION  PAYMENTS 

It  was  in  the  context  of  the  pension  liability  problem  that  the 
Council  reviewed  the  Mayor's  fiscal  year  1994  supplemental  budget 
request.  As  you  know,  the  Mayor  is  privileged  to  present  proposed 
budgets  and  supplemental  but  the  Council  can  amend  her  propos- 
als. The  Council's  consideration  of  the  Mayor's  proposed  fiscal  year 
1994  supplemental  budget  was  dominated  by  a  proposal  to  change 
the  existing  budget  and  the  law  to  permit  delaying  the  payment  of 
$116  million  in  mandatory  pajonents  to  the  cit/s  pension  programs 
for  retired  teachers,  school  principals,  firefighters,  police  officers, 
and  judges. 

After  consulting  with  the  District  of  Columbia  Retirement  Board, 
which  eventually  determined  that  this  propossd  would  not  ade- 
quately protect  the  Retirement  Fund  from  undue  risk  and  would 
not  sufficiently  compensate  the  fund  for  the  payment  delay,  I  con- 
cluded this  proposal  to  legislatively  permit  the  delay  in  payments 
was  untenable.  The  full  Council  came  to  the  same  conclusion. 

Also,  we  recognized  that  reducing  the  retirement  budget  would 
have  made  it  more  difficult  to  convince  you,  the  Congress,  to  meet 
your  long-avoided  responsibility  to  contribute  more  toward  elimi- 
nating the  unfunded  pension  liability.  That  liability  threatens  to 
eventually  overwhelm  the  District  government  and  would  require 
massive  tax  increases  in  10  years  when  the  liability  would  stand 
at  $6  billion. 

COUNCIL  ACTION  ON  FY  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 

I  led  the  Council's  effort  to  defeat  the  proposal  to  defer  pension 
payments  by  first  asking  the  committees  of  the  Council  to  reduce 
the  fiscal  year  1994  budgets  under  their  oversight  by  5.9  percent, 
after  exempting  the  retirement  funds  themselves,  debt  service,  col- 
lectively-bargained pay  raises  and  entitlement  programs.  Such  a 
reduction  would  have  allowed  for  the  restoration  of  the  pension 
budget.  It  would  also  allow  the  Council  to  reject  the  $107.6  million 
tax  increase  the  Mayor  had  asked  for  over  a  two-year  period. 

The  committees  went  a  long  way  to  accomplishing  the  goal  by 
making  reductions  of  $60.3  million  in  the  Mayor's  1994  request, 
and  in  the  end,  the  Council  reduced  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  re- 
quest by  $84.1  million. 

We  restored  the  budget  for  the  pension  payments  and  the  total 
two-year  tax  increase  passed  by  the  Council  was  $58  million,  com- 
pared to  the  request  the  Mayor  presented  to  us  of  $107.6  million. 

While  the  Council  raised  taxes,  it  also  chose  to  selectively  lower 
certain  taxes  beginning  next  year.  Both  the  corporate  income  tax 
and  the  sales  tax  will  be  lowered  in  fiscal  year  1995.  It  is  signifi- 
cant to  note  that  in  fiscal  year  1995  the  Council  set  aside  a  total 
of  $59  million  in  various  reserves  and  deficit  reduction  lines,  in- 
cluding $22.6  million  to  be  used  for  tax  incentives  to  spur  job-creat- 
ing economic  development.  We  made  these  set-asides  to  try  to  get 
the  city  out  of  these  annual  budget  exercises  which  result,  when 
the  year  is  half  over,  to  one-time  revenue  or  accounting  gimmicks. 
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I  would  note  we  were  able  to  do  that  because  we  bit  the  bullet 
in  this  year — which  is  an  election  year  for  us  too — by  making  cuts 
in  the  budget  and  raising  taxes.  I  commend  all  my  colleagues,  not- 
withstanding what  is  being  said.  In  the  end,  the  Mayor  and  the 
Council  came  together  as  the  Mayor  signed  the  budgets  adopted  by 
the  Council,  and  we  appear  together  today. 

council's  financial  oversight 

Frankly,  I  think  the  Council  has  been  vigorous  in  addressing  the 
city's  financial  problems.  The  Council  has  made  substantial  budget 
cuts.  It  has  balanced  the  budgets  with  taxes  passed  simulta- 
neously. It  has  held  exhaustive  hearings  on  budgets,  cash  and  fi- 
nancial condition,  and  agency  operations.  The  Council  has  used  its 
hearings  and  meetings  as  a  bully  pulpit  to  raise  public  sentiment 
for  reform. 

financial  accountability  and  management 

Stymied  by  the  slow  response  to  eroding  financial  conditions,  the 
Council  passed  Chairman  Wilson's  Financial  Accountability  and 
Management  Act,  which  required  the  Mayor  to  submit  budgets  and 
multiyear  modifications  three  times  a  year.  The  Act  cannot  force 
the  Mayor  to  transmit  budget  revisions.  That  privilege  is  reserved 
for  the  Mayor  by  the  Home  Rule  charter. 

CASH  PROBLEMS 

Despite  the  Council's  budget  cuts  £ind  revenue  increases,  there 
remains  a  cash  problem.  Our  efforts  improved  the  cash  situation; 
the  revenue  increases  will  generate  additional  cash  and  the  budget 
cuts  will  reduce  cash  outputs.  There  is,  however,  a  limit  to  what 
the  Council  can  do. 

council's  limitations 

When  the  Congress  wrote  the  Home  Rule  Act,  it  created  a  strong 
form  of  government  and  placed  the  Council  in  a  responsive  rather 
than  proactive  position  when  it  comes  to  financial  management. 
Section  448  of  the  Chsirter  provides  that  the  Mayor  shall  have 
charge  of  the  administration  of  financial  affairs  of  the  District.  We 
write  the  budget,  but  the  Mayor  writes  the  checks. 

MAYOR  responsible  FOR  DAY-TO-DAY  OPERATIONS 

While  it  is  incumbent  on  the  Council  to  avoid  taking  actions 
which  exacerbate  our  cash  status,  the  prime  day-to-day  responsibil- 
ity under  the  Charter  lies  with  the  executive  branch. 

CONTINUING  CASH  FLOW  PROBLEMS 

Nevertheless,  the  Council  is  no  stranger  to  the  cash  flow  issue. 
Oyer  the  past  three  years  it  has  repeatedly  evaluated  proposals 
with  concern  about  the  implications  for  cash  flow  and  pressed  the 
executive  to  be  more  forthcoming  about  the  cash  situation.  In  re- 
viewing the  planned  June  1993  bond  issuance,  the  Council  forced 
a  revelation  of  the  District's  cash  position. 
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mayor's  refusal  to  provide  monthly  cash  forecasts 

The  Financial  Accountability  and  Management  Act  requires 
monthly  forecasts  to  enable  more  frequent  oversight  hearings. 
However,  monthly  cash  forecasts  have  not  been  consistently  forth- 
coming. 

LEGISLATION  TO  ESTABLISH  CASH  MANAGEMENT  TEAM 

There  has  been  a  limitation  on  the  Council's  ability  to  do  any- 
thing. Several  members  have  sponsored  a  bill  to  establish  a  cash- 
management  team.  While  this  bill  entails  a  serious  separation-of- 
powers  problem,  it  clearly  indicates  the  Council  recognizes  the 
problem  and  wants  to  participate  in  the  solution. 

I  have  scheduled  a  June  22nd  hearing  on  their  proposal,  and  on 
the  same  day  I  will  have  a  public  briefing  regarding  the  required 
report  from  the  executive  branch  on  budget  gap-closing  measures. 
That  report  is  mandated  by  the  Financial  Accountability  and  Man- 
agement Act.  At  that  hearing,  we  will  publicly  discuss  the  cash  sit- 
uation. 

HOME  RULE  ACT  REQUIREMENTS 

Our  own  delegate  has  called  for  long-range  financial  plans.  In 
fact,  the  Congress  itself  required  multiyear  plans  in  Section  443  of 
the  charter.  While  that  section  requires  a  balanced  budget  for  two 
future  years,  it  does  not  express  any  contemplation  of  budget  cuts, 
but  rather  only  new,  improved  or  expanded  programs. 

Moreover,  that  section  does  not  provide  for  transmitting  balanced 
financial  plans  beyond  two  years,  nor  for  any  Council  action  on 
those  plans. 

COUNCIL  REVIEW  OF  STRUCTURAL  DIFFICULTIES 

Recognizing  these  structural  difficulties,  I  have  asked  the  Chair 
of  the  Council's  Committee  on  Self-determination  to  look  at  the 
Home  Rule  Act,  especially  those  sections  regarding  the  multiyear 
plan  process  and  budget  submission,  and  report  back  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  regarding  possible  changes  in  the  Home  Rule 
Act. 

The  Committee  of  the  Whole  would  then  report  to  the  Council 
and  the  Council,  of  course,  would  transmit  those  recommendations 
to  you,  because  we  are  not  privileged  to  enact  them  ourselves. 

As  we  approach  another  year  in  which  Congress  reviews  the  Dis- 
trict's budget,  I,  along  with  members  of  the  Council,  look  forward 
to  working  with  you.  The  Council's  budget  staff  will  be  delighted 
to  provide  you  with  any  additional  information  you  may  need. 

This  concludes  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  COUNCIL  CHAIRMAN  CLARKE 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Council  Chairman  Clarke  follows:] 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AND  OTHER  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS  OF  THIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE,  I  AM  DAVID  A.  CLARKE,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  I  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  COUNCIL 
TO  TESTIFY  REGARDING  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA'S  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  REQUEST  AS  ENACTED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  ON  MARCH 
22,  1994  AND  SUBSEQUENTLY  SIGNED  BY  THE  MAYOR  ON  APRIL  14. 

THE  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  THAT  WAS  ENACTED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  REFLECTS 
THE  PRODUCT  OF  AN  INTENSE  AND  COMPREHENSIVE  REVIEW.  MANY 
HEARINGS  WERE  HELD  DURING  THE  BUDGET  REVIEW  PROCESS.  THE 
COUNCIL'S  STANDING  COMMITTEES  CAREFULLY  REVIEWED  THE  SUPPLEMENTAL 
BUDGET  REQUESTS  OF  THE  AGENCIES  UNDER  THEIR  PURVIEW  AND  MADE 
SURGICAL  AND  TACTICAL  CHANGES  WHICH  WERE  CAREFULLY  THOUGHT  OUT. 
MANY  OF  THESE  CHANGES  WERE  THE  RESULT  OF  THE  COUNCIL'S  ANALYSIS  OF 
PAST  SPENDING  PATTERNS  AND  OTHER  SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION.  LONG 
HOURS  WERE  PUT  INTO  THE  BUDGET  REVIEW  PROCESS  IN  ORDER  THAT,  IN  THE 
FINAL  ANALYSIS,  WE  COULD  PRESENT  BALANCED  BUDGETS.  SPEAKING  ON 
BEHALF  OF  THE  COUNCIL,  I  AM  PROUD  TO  PRESENT  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  TO  THIS  SUBCOMMITTEE.  I  AM  NOT  SAYING  THAT 
THERE  IS  NOT  MORE  TO  BE  DONE,  BUT  THE  COUNCIL  HAS  CERTAINLY  BEGUN 
THE  PROCESS  OF  SETTING  OUR  FISCAL  HOUSE  IN  ORDER. 

I  HAVE  BROUGHT  WITH  ME  THE  REPORTS  OF  THE  COUNCIL'S  STANDING 
COMMITTEES  AS  WELL  AS  THE  FINAL  REPORT  ON  THE  BUDGET  AND  I  WOULD 
ASK  THAT  THEY  BE  MADE  A  PART  OF  THE  RECORD. 

THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET,  ENACTED  BY  THE  COUNCIL, 
TOTALS  $3.6  BILLION  IN  OPERATING  BUDGET  AUTHORITY.  A  TOTAL  OF  $3.4 
BILLION  IS  ALLOCATED  TO  THE  DISTRICT'S  GENERAL  FUND.  $231.5  MILLION  IS 
ALLOCATED  TO  THE  WATER  AND  SEWER  ENTERPRISE  FUND,  $8.4  MILLION  FOR 
THE  LOTTERY  AND  CHARITABLE  GAMES  CONTROL  BOARD,  AND  $2.4  MILLION  IS 
ALLOCATED  TO  THE  CABLE  TELEVISION  ENTERPRISE  FUND. 
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AS  YOU  KNOW,  THE  WORST  LONG-TERM  FISCAL  PROBLEM  WHICH  FACES  THE 
CITY  IS  ITS  UNFUNDED  PENSION  LIABILITY  WHICH  NOW  STANDS  AT  $4.9  BILLION 
AND  IS  PROJECTED  TO  GROW  TO  $6.1  BILLION  IN  10  YEARS.  THIS  IS  ONE  OF 
THE  ITEMS  WHICH  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  IS  EXAMINING,  BUT  IT  IS 
ONE  WHICH  IT  HAS  EXAMINED  BEFORE  WHEN  IT  DETERMINED  THAT  75%  OF  THE 
UNFUNDED  LIABILITY  WAS  DUE  TO  FEDERAL  ACTION  OR  INACTION. 

WHILE  NOT  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  THIS  PROBLEM,  THE  COUNCIL  HAS 
NEVERTHELESS  TAKEN  THE  INITIATIVE  TO  RESPOND  TO  IT  BY  PASSING  AN  ACT 
TO  REQUIRE  ALL  PARTIES  TO  CONTRIBUTE  TO  THE  SOLUTION:  THE  DISTRICT 
GOVERNMENT  WOULD  CONTINUE  TO  PAY  THE  LION'S  SHARE,  BUT  WORKERS- 
PAYROLL  DEDUCTIONS  WOULD  INCREASE  FROM  7%  TO  8%,  RETIREES  WOULD 
RECEIVE  ONLY  ONE  FULL-COST-OF-LIVING  INCREASE  EACH  YEAR,  RATHER  THAN 
TWO  SEMI-ANNUAL  INCREASES,  AND  THE  FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION  WOULD  BE 
EXTENDED  FOR  31  YEARS,  INCREASING  5%  ANNUALLY  STARTING  IN  FISCAL 
YEAR  1996.  I  TRANSMITTED  THAT  ACT,  ACT  10-239,  TO  THE  SPEAKER  OF  THE 
HOUSE  AND  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  SENATE  ON  MAY  9,  1994. 
CONGRESSWOMAN  NORTON  HAS  INTRODUCED  PARALLEL  LEGISLATION  IN  THE 
HOUSE-H.R.  3728. 

IT  WAS  IN  THE  CONTEXT  OF  THE  PENSION  LIABILITY  PROBLEM  THAT  THE 
COUNCIL  REVIEWED  THE  MAYOR'S  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET 
REQUEST.  AS  YOU  ALSO  KNOW.  THE  MAYOR  IS  PRIVILEGED  TO  PRESENT 
PROPOSED  BUDGETS  AND  SUPPLEMENTALS,  BUT  THE  COUNCIL  CAN  AMEND 
HER  PROPOSALS.  THE  COUNCIL'S  CONSIDERATION  OF  THE  MAYOR'S 
PROPOSED  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  WAS  DOMINATED  BY  A 
PROPOSAL  TO  CHANGE  THE  EXISTING  BUDGET,  AND  THE  LAW,  TO  PERMIT 
DELAYING  THE  PAYMENT  OF  $1 16  MILLION  IN  MANDATORY  PAYMENTS  TO  THE 
CITY'S  PENSION  PROGRAMS  FOR  RETIRED  TEACHERS,  SCHOOL  PRINCIPALS. 
FIREFIGHTERS.  POLICE  OFFICERS  AND  JUDGES. 

AFTER  CONSULTING  WITH  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  RETIREMENT  BOARD 
WHICH  EVENTUALLY  DETERMINED  THAT  THIS  PROPOSAL  WOULD  NOT 
ADEQUATELY  PROTECT  THE  RETIREMENT  FUND  FROM  UNDUE  RISK  AND  WOULD 
NOT  SUFFICIENTLY  COMPENSATE  THE  FUND  FOR  THE  PAYMENT  DELAY.  I 
CONCLUDED  THAT  THIS  PROPOSAL  TO  LEGISLATIVELY  PERMIT  THE  DELAY  OF 
PAYMENTS  WAS  UNTENABLE.  THE  FULL  COUNCIL  CAME  TO  THE  SAME 
CONCLUSION. 

ALSO.  QUITE  FRANKLY,  WE  RECOGNIZED  THAT  REDUCING  THE  RETIREMENT 
BUDGET  WOULD  HAVE  MADE  IT  MORE  DIFFICULT  TO  CONVINCE  YOU.  THE 
UNITED  STATES  CONGRESS,  TO  MEET  YOUR  LONG-AVOIDED  RESPONSIBILITY 
TO  CONTRIBUTE  MORE  TOWARD  ELIMINATING  THE  UNFUNDED  PENSION 
LIABILITY.  THAT  LIABILITY  THREATENS  TO  EVENTUALLY  OVERWHELM  THE 
DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  AND  WOULD  REQUIRE  MASSIVE  TAX  INCREASES  IN  TEN 
YEARS  WHEN  THE  LIABILITY  WOULD  STAND  AT  $6  BILLION. 
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I  LED  THE  COUNCIL'S  EFFORT  TO  DEFEAT  THE  PROPOSAL  TO  DEFER  PENSION 
PAYMENTS  BY  FIRST  ASKING  THE  COMMITTEES  OF  THE  COUNCIL  TO  REDUCE 
THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGETS  UNDER  THEIR  OVERSIGHT  BY  5.9%  AFTER 
EXEMPTING  THE  RETIREMENT  FUNDS  THEMSELVES.  DEBT  SERVICE, 
COLLECTIVELY-BARGAINED  PAY  RAISES,  AND  ENTITLEMENT  PROGRAMS.  SUCH 
A  REDUCTION  WOULD  HAVE  ALLOWED  FOR  THE  RESTORATION  OF  THE  PENSION 
BUDGET  AND  WOULD  HAVE  ALSO  ALLOWED  THE  COUNCIL  TO  REJECT  THE 
$107.6  MILLION  THE  MAYOR  HAD  ASKED  FOR  IN  TOTAL  TAX  INCREASES  IN  BOTH 
FISCAL  YEARS. 

THE  COMMITTEES  WENT  A  LONG  WAY  TO  ACCOMPLISHING  THAT  GOAL  BY 
MAKING  REDUCTIONS  OF  $60.3  MILLION  TO  THE  MAYOR'S  FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  REQUEST.  IN  THE  END,  THE  COUNCIL  REDUCED  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGET  REQUEST  BY  $84.1  MILLION,  RESTORED  THE 
BUDGET  FOR  THE  PENSION  PAYMENTS  OF  $116  MILLION.  THE  TOTAL,  TWO- 
YEAR,  TAX  INCREASE  PASSED  BY  THE  COUNCIL  WAS  $58  MILLION  COMPARED 
TO  THE  MAYOR'S  TWO-YEAR  REQUEST  OF  $107.6  MILLION. 

WHILE  THE  COUNCIL  RAISED  TAXES,  IT  ALSO  CHOSE  TO  SELECTIVELY  LOWER 
CERTAIN  TAXES  BEGINNING  NEXT  YEAR.  BOTH  THE  CORPORATE  INCOME  TAX 
AND  THE  SALES  TAX  WILL  BE  LOWERED  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995. 

IT  IS  SIGNIFICANT  TO  NOTE  THAT  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1 995  THE  COUNCIL  SET  ASIDE 
A  TOTAL  OF  $59  MILLION  IN  VARIOUS  RESERVE  AND  DEFICIT  REDUCTION  LINES 
INCLUDING  $22.6  MILLION  TO  BE  USED  TO  SPUR  JOB-CREATING,  ECONOMIC- 
DEVELOPMENT  TAX  INCENTIVES.  WE  MADE  THESE  SET-  ASIDES  TO  TRY  AND 
GET  THE  CITY  OUT  OF  THESE  ANNUAL  BUDGET  EXERCISES  WHICH  RESORT, 
WHEN  THE  YEAR  IS  HALF  OVER,  TO  ONE-  TIME  REVENUES  OR  ACCOUNTING 
GIMMICKS. 

IN  THE  END,  THE  MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL  CAME  TOGETHER  AS  THE  MAYOR 
SIGNED  THE  BUDGETS  ADOPTED  BY  THE  COUNCIL,  AND  WE  APPEAR  TOGETHER 
TODAY. 

FRANKLY,  I  THINK  THE  COUNCIL  HAS  BEEN  VIGOROUS  IN  ADDRESSING  THE 
CITY'S  FINANCIAL  PROBLEMS.  THE  COUNCIL  HAS  MADE  SUBSTANTIAL  BUDGET 
CUTS.  IT     HAS     BALANCED     THE     BUDGETS     WITH     TAXES     PASSED 

SIMULTANEOUSLY.  IT  HAS  HELD  EXHAUSTIVE  HEARINGS  ON  BUDGETS,  CASH 
AND  FINANCIAL  CONDITION,  AND  AGENCY 

OPERATIONS.  THE  COUNCIL  HAS  USED  ITS  HEARINGS  AND  MEETINGS  AS  A 
BULLY  PULPIT  TO  RAISE  PUBLIC  SENTIMENT  FOR  REFORM. 

STYMIED  BY  THE  EXECUTIVE'S  SLOW  RESPONSE  TO  ERODING  FINANCIAL 
CONDITIONS,     THE     COUNCIL     PASSED^    CHAIRMAN     WILSON'S     FINANCIAL 
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ACCOUNTABILITY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT.  THAT  ACT  REQUIRES  THE  MAYOR 
TO  TRANSMIT  BUDGET  AND  MULITYEAR  PLAN  MODIFICATIONS  THREE  TIMES  A 
YEAR.  WHILE  THE  ACT  PROVIDES  SOME  OCCASION  FOR  FURTHER 
INFORMATION  AND  HEARING,  IT  CANNOT  FORCE  THE  MAYOR  TO  TRANSMIT 
BUDGET  REVISIONS.  THAT  PRIVILEGE  IS  RESERVED  FOR  THE  MAYOR  BY  THE 
HOME  RULE  CHARTER. 

DESPITE  THE  COUNCIL'S  BUDGET  CUTS  AND  REVENUE  INCREASES,  THERE 
REMAINS  A  CASH  PROBLEM.  OUR  EFFORTS  IMPROVED  THE  CASH  SITUATION. 
THE  REVENUE  INCREASES  WILL  GENERATE  ADDITIONAL  CASH.  AND  THE 
BUDGET  CUTS  WILL  REDUCE  CASH  OUTLAYS. 

THERE  IS.  HOWEVER.  A  LIMIT  TO  WHAT  THE  COUNCIL  CAN  DO.  WHEN 
CONGRESS  WROTE  THE  HOME  RULE  ACT.  IT  CREATED  A  STRONG-MAYOR  FORM 
OF  GOVERNMENT  AND  PLACED  THE  COUNCIL  IN  A  RESPONSIVE  (RATHER  THAN 
PRO-ACTIVE)  POSITION  WHEN  IT  COMES  TO  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT.  SECTION 
448  OF  THE  CHARTER  PROVIDES  THAT  "THE  MAYOR  SHALL  HAVE  CHARGE  OF 
THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  FINANCIAL  AFFAIRS  OF  THE  DISTRICT".  WE  WRITE 
THE  BUDGET  BUT  THE  MAYOR  WRITES  THE  CHECKS.  WHILE  IT  IS  INCUMBENT 
UPON  THE  COUNCIL  TO  AVOID  TAKING  ACTIONS  WHICH  EXACERBATE  OUR  CASH 
STATUS  AND  TO  MONITOR  EVENTS  THROUGH  HEARINGS,  THE  PRIME  DAY-TO- 
DAY RESPONSIBILITY  UNDER  THE  CHARTER  LIES  WITH  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH. 

NEVERTHELESS  THE  COUNCIL  IS  NO  STRANGER  TO  THE  CASH  FLOW  ISSUE. 
OVER  THE  PAST  THREE  YEARS  IT  HAS  REPEATEDLY  EVALUATED  EXECUTIVE 
PROPOSALS  WITH  CONCERN  ABOUT  THEIR  IMPLICATIONS  ON  CASH  FLOW  AND 
PRESSED  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  TO  BE  MORE  FORTHCOMING  ABOUT  THE 
CASH  SITUATION.  IN  REVIEWING  THE  PLANNED  JUNE,  1993,  BOND  ISSUANCE. 
THE  COUNCIL  FORCED  REVELATION  OF  THE  DISTRICT'S  CASH  POSITION.  IN  THE 
FINANCIAL  ACCOUNTABILITY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT  WE  HAVE  REQUIRED 
MONTHLY  CASH  FORECASTS  TO  ENABLE  MORE  FREQUENT  OVERSIGHT 
HEARINGS.  HOWEVER,  MONTHLY  CASH  FORECASTS  HAVE  NOT  BEEN 
CONSISTENTLY  FORTHCOMING. 

IN  THEIR  EXTREME  FRUSTRATION  OVER  THE  CITY'S  DETERIORATING  CASH  AND 
THE  LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  COUNCIL'S  ABILITY  TO  DO  ANYTHING,  SEVERAL 
MEMBERS  HAVE  CO-SPONSORED  A  BILL  TO  ESTABLISH  A  JOINT  EXECUTIVE- 
COUNCIL  CASH  MANAGEMENT  TEAM.  WHILE  THIS  BILL  ENTAILS  A  SERIOUS 
SEPARATION-OF-POWERS  PROBLEM,  IT  CLEARLY  INDICATES  THAT  THE  COUNCIL 
RECOGNIZES  THE  PROBLEM  AND  WANTS  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  ITS  SOLUTION. 

I  HAVE  SCHEDULED  A  JUNE  22  HEARING  ON  THEIR  PROPOSAL.  ON  THE  SAME 
DAY  I  WILL  HAVE  A  PUBLIC  BRIEFING  REGARDING  THE  REQUIRED  REPORT  FROM 
THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  ON  BUDGET  GAP-CLOSING  MEASURES.  THAT  REPORT 
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IS  MANDATED  BY  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FINANCIAL  ACCOUNTABILITY  AND 
MANAGEMENT  ACT.  AT  THAT  HEARING,  WE  WILL  PUBLICLY  DISCUSS  THE  CASH 
SITUATION. 

OUR  OWN  DELEGATE  HAS  CALLED  FOR  LONG-RANGE  FINANCIAL  PLANS.  IN 
FACT,  CONGRESS  REQUIRED  MULTIYEAR  PLANS  IN  SECTION  443  OF  THE 
CHARTER.  WHILE  THAT  SECTION  PROVIDES  FOR  BALANCING  BUDGETS  FOR 
TWO  FUTURE  YEARS,  IT  DOES  NOT  EXPRESS  ANY  CONTEMPLATION  OF  BUDGET 
CUTS  BUT  RATHER  ONLY  "NEW,  IMPROVED,  OR  EXPANDED  PROGRAMS". 
MOREOVER,  SECTION  443  DOES  NOT  PROVIDE  FOR  TRANSMITTING  BALANCED 
FINANCIAL  PLANS  BEYOND  TWO  YEARS  NOR  FOR  ANY  COUNCIL  ACTION  ON 
THOSE  PLANS. 

RECOGNIZING  THESE  STRUCTURAL  DIFFICULTIES,  I  HAVE  ASKED  THE  CHAIR  OF 
THE  COMMITTEE  ON  SELF-DETERMINATION  TO  LOOK  AT  THE  HOME  RULE  ACT, 
ESPECIALLY  AT  THOSE  SECTIONS  REGARDING  THE  MULTIYEAR-PLAN  PROCESS 
AND  BUDGET  SUBMISSIONS,  AND  REPORT  BACK  TO  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE 
WHOLE  REGARDING  POSSIBLE  CHANGES  IN  THE  HOME  RULE  ACT.  THE 
COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE  WOULD  THEN  REPORT  TO  THE  COUNCIL. 

AS  WE   APPROACH   ANOTHER   YEAR   IN   WHICH   CONGRESS   REVIEWS   THE 
DISTRICT'S    BUDGET,    I,    ALONG    WITH    MEMBERS    OF   THE    COUNCIL,    LOOK 
FORWARD  TO  WORKING  WITH  YOU.    THE  COUNCIL'S  BUDGET  STAFF  WILL  BE 
DELIGHTED  TO  PROVIDE  YOU  WITH  ANY  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION 
THAT  YOU  MAY  NEED. 

THIS  CONCLUDES  MY  TESTIMONY,  MR.  CHAIRMAN.  I  WILL  BE  HAPPY  TO 
ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY  HAVE. 
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NEW  TAXES  IN  FY  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  focus  on  the  FY  1994  budget  as  it  relates  to  the  new 
taxes  that  the  Council  approved.  I  assume  the  Mayor  accepted 
those  new  taxes  in  forwarding  the  budget  here.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  it  amounts  to  $55.8  million  for  FY  1994. 

Mr.  Clarke,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Clarke.  That  is  correct,  and  $66.5  over  a  two-year  period. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  my  first  question.  I  applaud  what  you  have 
done. 

How  real  are  these  figures?  It  seems  to  me  that  if  they  are  not 
generally  accurate,  then  we  have  a  problem  just  to  start  with.  I  am 
told  generally  that  the  Public  Safety  Fee,  which  you  estimate  to 
produce  $34  million,  may  be  a  rather  soft  figure.  And  so  my  first 
question  is,  how  much  will  be  collected  in  FY  1994;  and  secondly, 
how  much  of  the  $55.8  million  in  FY  1994  revenues  will  ultimately 
be  collected — how  much  cash  is  going  to  be  collected? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Most  of  the  money  is  projected  to  be  raised  in  FY 
1994. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  entire  $55.8  million? 

Mr.  Clarke.  No.  Most  of  the  entire  monies  projected  for  the  Pub- 
lic Safety  Fee. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  that  is  projected  to  be  $34  million? 

Mr.  Clarke.  The  Executive  projects  that  $25  million  of  the  $34 
million  will  be  collected  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

amount  of  retirement  fund  deferment 

Mr.  Dixon.  Secondly,  as  it  relates  to  the  deferment  of  some  pen- 
sion monies,  the  press  and  I  and  the  Mayor,  and  you,  Ms.  O'Con- 
nor, have  had  di£dogue  about  the  amount. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  City  Council  balanced  the  FY  1994  budg- 
et on  a  concept  that  only  $116  million  was  being  deferred.  I  person- 
ally have  always  said  it  was  $230  million,  because  of  the  position 
I  took  that  if  it  is  one  day  late,  it  is  late.  The  most  recent  articles 
say  that,  in  fact,  the  mayor  will  make  a  $40  million  pajrment,  and 
now  acknowledges  a  $190  million  deferment.  That,  to  me,  adds  up 
to  $230  million. 

But  there  was  a  constant  statement  that  it  was  only  115,  and  the 
action  that  the  City  Council  took  was  based  on  115. 

I  wonder  if  someone  can  respond  in  any  way.  Perhaps  I  am  to- 
tally wrong  in  my  perception. 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  think  maybe  Ellen  O'Connor  can  help  me  out 
here. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  think  that  the  positive  outlook  on  it  would  be 
that  we  would  defer,  at  best,  $116  million.  But  in  that  it  is  not  en- 
tirely certain  that  we  c£in  collect  all  of  the  revenues  that  the  Coun- 
cil projected  in  this  fiscal  year,  we  also  thought  it  wise,  since  there 
is  some  concern  about  wanting  to  know  really  a  true  snapshot,  we 
wanted  to  be  very  direct  and  very  candid  about  saying,  some  of 
those  revenues  we  think  are  more  likely  to  be  collected  in  the  next 
fiscal  year;  and  therefore,  to  be  on  the  safe  side,  we  offered  that 
range. 
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Mr.  Clarke.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Council  did  address,  as  you 
pointed  out,  the  $116  million,  because  that  was  what  was  in  the 
budget.  Throughout  the  process,  going  all  the  way  back  to  February 
11th  when  we  had  a  hearing  on  the  cash  flow  statement  that  we 
required,  we  brought  out  that  it  was  a  possibility  that  in  terms  of 
cash  $230  million  could  be  deferred. 

Again,  that  emphasizes  the  point  that  I  made  in  my  opening 
statement  that  we  do  have  the  capability  in  the  City  Council  to 
write  the  budget.  That  is  what  is  before  us.  And  the  executive 
asked  that  we  actually  change  the  budget  and  the  law  and  sent 
over  legislation  to  permit  in  the  budget  and  the  law  the  deferral 
of  $116  million  in  pa3mtients. 

We  said,  no;  and  we  took  what  we  had  in  our  hands  to  work 
with,  which  was  the  budget,  and  we  put  that  money  back  in. 

We  don't  have  the  power  to  write  the  checks.  We  looked  at,  in 
the  context  of  the  $200  million  TRANS  that  you  just  spoke  to  a  few 
moments  ago,  the  possibility  of  earmarking  some  of  the  TRANS 
proceeds  to  have  to  go  to  pay  the  pension  payments.  However,  we 
were  advised  by  financial  advisers  and  others  that  that  could  make 
those  TRANS  taxable  to  the  people  who  buy  them,  and  once  tax- 
able they  would  not  sell.  So  we  were  stopped  from  going  in  that  di- 
rection. 

But  we  paid  constant  attention  Eind  never  tried  to  hide  the  fact; 
indeed,  we  brought  out  the  fact  that  what  the  executive  has  been 
talking  about  in  terms  of  the  pension  pajrment  is  to  go  beyond  the 
$116  million.  We  just  don't  have  a  grip  on  anjrthing  beyond  the 
budget. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  know  your  financial  officer  from  the  City  Council 
is  behind  you.  I  would  suggest  she  just  bring  up  her  chair.  It  would 
be  a  lot  more  convenient  for  her  so  that  she  could  talk  to  you  as 
you  go  along. 

ANNUAL  RETIREMENT  CONTRIBUTION 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Just  to  confirm  the  point,  I  know  you  are  inter- 
ested in  this  Retirement  Board  payment.  The  Retirement  Board 
payment  is  determined  by  actuaries,  and  they  advise  us  what  the 
amount  to  be  appropriated  ought  to  be.  In  fiscal  1994,  in  the  final 
budget  passed  by  the  Council,  $306  million  is  appropriated  for  the 
pension  payment;  in  fiscal  year  1995,  again  passed  by  the  Council 
and  before  you,  $295  million.  Those  amounts  will  be  charged  to  the 
books  of  those  fiscal  years;  $306  million  will  be  charged  to  the  1994 
books.  Whether  there  is  liquidity  or  cash  to  pay  it  or  not,  that  is 
the  charge  against  the  books. 

PAYMENT  PLAN 

To  move  to  the  liquidity,  in  the  cash  flow  statements  that  we 
have  been  sharing  with  the  Council,  we  identified  plans  to  make 
payments  for  $113  million  upon  receipt  of  the  Federal  pa3rment 
next  October. 

COUNCIL  ACTION  ON  BUDGET 

The  Council  did  indeed  restore  our  change,  $116  million;  and 
provided,  as  the  Chairman  has  indicated,  through  spending  reduc- 
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tions  and  tax  increases,  the  $116  million.  In  examining  the  cash 
implications  of  that,  will  you  collect  all  the  cash  for  the  sales  tax 
increase  that  is  put  in  from  June  to  September?  Well,  sure,  we 
know  we  won't  collect  the  September  sales  tax  until  October.  That 
is  how  you  collect  it. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  BUDGET  CUTS  TO  CASH  FLOW 

Some  of  the  cuts  that  they  have  implemented,  contracts  that  will 
cut  services  in  September,  that  saves  cash  you  would  have  spent 
in  October,  because  you  get  the  service  one  month,  you  get  the  bill, 
and  pay  it  the  next.  That  is  basically  the  translation  from  budget 
to  cash. 

$190  MILLION  PENSION,  PAYMENT  DEFERRAL 

Because  of  concerns  that  the  full  weight  of  their  5^,116  million 
would  not  be  felt  in  this  fiscal  year,  we  have  alerted  the  Retirement 
Board  that  we  are  not  planning  at  this  time  to  make  the  July  pay- 
ment. That  is  what  gets  you  up  to  your  $190  million. 

We  have  further  advised  them  that  as  actuals  come  through — 
April  actual  revenue,  April  actual  spending.  May  actual,  June  ac- 
tual— as  we  get  a  firmer  grip  on  what  actual  is,  we  will  do  our  best 
to  make  an  additional  pa3mient. 

YEAR-END  CASH  BALANCE 

We  are  showing,  using  planned  figures,  an  ending  balance  in  the 

1994  cash  flows  of  $130  million.  That  is  a  nice,  healthy  balance. 

COMMITMENT  TO  RETAIN  $63  MILLION  CASH  BALANCE/$200  MILLION 

TRANS 

In  borrowing  the  $200  million,  to  which  you  have  alluded,  we  are 
committed  to  maintain  our  best  effort  to  have  an  ending  balance 
of  at  least  $63  million.  People  who  lend  you  money  want  some  com- 
fort that  you  can  pay  them  back.  The  way  they  get  that  comfort 
is  to  know  that  you  will  have  a  healthy  cash  balance  and  your 
budget  is  in  balance.  My  point  is,  there  is  some  play.  We  will  look 
at  our  actual  experience  at  that  time. 

PENSION  PAYMENTS  IN  FY  1994  AND  FY  1995 

We  have  advised  the  Retirement  Board  we  will  make  all  pay- 
ments upon  receipt  of  the  Federal  payment,  as  I  said,  hopefully  in 
October  1994.  As  well — I  know  you  don't  want  to  go  into  FY  1995, 
Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  can  give  you  the  high  sign  that  of  the  $295 
million  appropriated  in  FY  1995  for  the  Retirement  Board  pay- 
ments, traditionally  paid  out  in  four  pieces,  the  FY  1995  cash  flow, 
our  plans,  our  expectations  for  what  FY  1995  will  bring,  show  three 
of  the  four  pajnnents,  as  well  as  100  percent  pajonent  of  outstand- 
ing balances  from  FY  1994. 

IMPROVED  CASH  SITUATION  IN  FY  1995 

Yes,  we  expect  some  improvement  in  our  cash  situation  in  FY 

1995  for  reasons  that  I  am  sure  we  can  explore. 
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INTEREST  ON  DELINQUENT  PAYMENTS  TO  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you,  Ms.  O'Connor. 

Let  me  ask  you  about  some  of  the  things  that  you  touched  upon. 
One  is,  is  there  an  agreement  between  the  District  and  the  pension 
program  to  pay  interest  on  the  delinquent  pajnnents? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes,  there  is  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  There  is  an  agreement? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  We  have  in  the  past  been  guided  by  the  law 
which  specifies  that  the  Retirement  Board  will  determine  the  inter- 
est rate.  Historically,  that  interest  rate — ^because  the  circumstance 
of  deferring  payments  to  the  Retirement  Board  has  occurred  in  six 
of  the  last  eight  fiscal  years,  and  the  rate  paid  is  3  percent  gen- 
erally, the  Federal  funds  rate,  plus  a  delinquency  charge,  I  guess. 

DEFERRAL  OF  FY  1995  PAYMENT  TO  PENSION  FUNDS 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  I  hear  you,  in  the  FY  1995  budget,  you  would  in- 
tend to  make  four  pajnnents  but  only  three  of  those  payments 
would  apply  to  FY  1995;  and  so  in  the  FY  1996  budget  you  will 
have  to  make  the  deferred  FY  1995  payment. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Certainly  the  latter.  We  are  100  percent  restor- 
ing the  FY  1994  payments,  yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right.  But  it  is  clear  that  in  FY  1995  you  will  not 
make  four  payments  on  your  FY  1995  obligation? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  That  is  correct. 

PENDING  litigation/retirement  BOARD 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  is  the  status,  if  any,  of  any  lawsuits  pending 
about  the  deferred  pension  fund  payments,  with  the  Retirement 
Board? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  As  the  Chairman  indicated,  the  Retirement 
Board  in  February  brought  action  against  the  District,  and  that  ac- 
tion has  been  briefed  by  Corporation  Counsel,  our  lawyers,  as  well 
as  the  bond  counsel  and  attorneys  for  the  Retirement  Board.  A 
hearing,  I  understand,  has  been  scheduled  for  early  June,  and  we 
are  preparing  for  that  hearing. 

PROBLEMS  IN  OTHER  JURISDICTIONS  RE:  PENSION  PAYMENTS 

Mayor  Kelly.  Could  I  interject  something,  if  I  might?  I  know 
that  Ellen  O'Connor  will  speak  to  the  very  specifics  of  your  con- 
cern, and  I  do  understand  clearly,  given  the  request  that  we  have 
made  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  solve  the  problem  that  we  inher- 
ited, with  respect  to — as  to  your  comfort  level  about  stepping  up  to 
the  plate  to  help  us  solve  that  problem  we  inherited,  and  the 
Chairman  has  expressed  concerns. 

If  I  can  just  take  the  liberty  to  put  it  in  context,  this  pattern  has 
occurred  in  New  York,  Rhode  Island,  California,  Illinois,  Georgia, 
and  I  think  Michigan.  That  is  just  to  name  a  few,  for  the  very  same 
pressure  points  that  we  have;  that  is,  you  cannot  afford  to  offer 
across-the-board  tax  increases  and  harm  your  tax  base  more;  and 
most  assuredly,  you  cannot  afford  to  compromise  on  public  safety, 
which  is  most  prohibitive  in  cost. 
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QUALITY  OF  LIFE  ISSUES/PENSION  PAYMENT  DEFERRALS 

We  are,  at  the  same  time,  trying  to  improve  public  safety,  trjdng 
to  prevent  the  problem  by  investing  in  our  children,  which  is  why 
we  are  trying  to  help  the  schools  more.  We  are  doing  better  with 
the  prenatal  care,  the  early  childhood  initiatives. 

Now,  do  we  risk  compromising  quality  of  life,  which  is  critical 
and  central  to  our  ability  to  revitalize  our  tax  base  and  our  commu- 
nity, and  indeed  drives  our  cost  up  in  the  absence  thereof,  or  do 
we  do  as  New  York  and  California  and  Illinois  and  (Jeorgia  and 
Rhode  Island,  responsibly  deal  with  the  pension  issue  by  offering 
to  pay  interest?  And  may  I  suggest,  too,  that  while  I  understand 
in  this  environment  it  causes  disquiet,  it  is  the  least  offensive  of 
all  the  options  available  to  us  in  the  financial  markets. 

And  often,  you  will  forgive  me,  I  have  to  be  driven  by  these  con- 
cerns because  we  want  to  reserve  our  investment  grade  standing 
in  those  markets. 

Mr.  Dekon.  Let  me  say  to  the  Members  of  the  committee  that  I 
will  take  about  four  or  five  more  minutes  and  then  give  others  an 
opportunity  to  ask  questions. 

WRITTEN  AGREEMENT  REQUIRING  $63  MILLION  CASH  BALANCE 

Let  me  ask  you,  Ms.  O'Connor,  two  questions.  One,  you  raised. 
You  said  indicated  the  lenders  of  the  $200  million  feel  secure  as 
long  as  you  keep  a  cash  balance  of  $63  million  on  hand.  Is  that  a 
part  of  any  agreement  that  you  have  that  you  must  keep  a  certain 
cash  balance? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  We  did  not  covenant — or  sign  in  blood,  I  think 
would  be  an  English  translation  of  "covenant" — to  the  $63  million. 

Mr.  DrxON.  So  there  is  no  promissory  note? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  There  is  a  commitment 

Mr.  Dexon.  Is  there  a  commitment  in  writing? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  It  is  an  oral  commitment.  It  is  a  very  serious 
commitment  that  we  have  provided  to  the  Swiss  Bank.  And  it  is 
on  the  basis  of  that  commitment  and  their  belief  that  we  will  exert 
our  efforts  to  assure  that  an  imbalance — that  they  provided  a  letter 
of  credit  which  gave  us  that  great  interest  rate  of  2.88  percent. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  saying  that  the  lenders  did  not  require  any- 
thing in  writing  as  to  the  $63  million  cash  balance;  that  it  is  a 
nonenforceable  agreement  between  the  District  and  the  Swiss 
Bank? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  At  the  time  of  the  borrowing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
did  sign  a  document  that  said  that  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and 
belief,  the  ending  balance  in  September  would  be  at  least  $63  mil- 
lion. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  all  I  was  getting  at.  There  was  a  written 
agreement. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Okay. 

IMPACT  OF  ACCOUNTS  RECEIVABLE  ON  BUDGET 

Mr.  Dixon.  Can  you  explain  to  me  the  relevance  of  accounts  re- 
ceivables in  your  budget,  or  any  budget,  but  in  this  particular  year? 
What  impact,  if  any,  do  accounts  receivables  have  on  your  budget? 


79 

Ms,  O'Connor.  Well,  actually,  Mr.  Chairman,  accounts  receiv- 
able is  more  an  element  in  the  financial  statements  or  the  state- 
ment of  how  you  did  at  the  end  of  the  year.  And  when  our  financial 
statements  are  produced,  when  they  are  audited  by  Coopers  & 
Lybrand,  when  they  are  reviewed  for  conformance  with  all  those 
initials,  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  the  Grovernment 
Accounting  Standards  Board,  and  all  this  crowd  of  experts  that  de- 
termine the  best  way  to  show  a  government's  financial  position, 
you  know,  we  get  high  marks  from  those  crowds  that  our  state- 
ments are  fair  and  accurate 

Mayor  KELLY.  Are  you  asking  about  the  cash  impact? 

Mr.  Dixon.  No,  I  am  just  asking  what  relevance  accounts  receiv- 
ables have  to  your  budget.  I  understand  the  relevance  to 

Ms.  O'Connor.  You  mean  for  the  forecast,  for  the  future? 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  understand  the  relevance  as  it  relates  to  an  audit 
by  the  outside  auditors,  Coopers  &  Lybrand.  But  does  it  have  any 
relevance  to  the  FY  1994  budget? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  At  the  time  we  make  the  forecast,  we  do  not  de- 
termine what  would  be  receivables,  what  would  be  cash.  It  is  a 
straight  forecast.  We  can  make  estimates  of  the  distinction  between 
what  would  turn  out  to  be  receivables  and  cash,  but  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  budget,  no. 

[Clerk's  note. — The  District  prepares  its  budget  in  accordance  with  Generally 
Accepted  Accounting  Principles  (generally  referred  to  as  "GAAP"  which  recognizes 
"revenues"  when  they  are  "earned"  and  expenditures  when  the  goods  and  services 
are  received.] 

The  term  "revenues"  has  two  major  components:  (1)  "receipts"  or  cash  collected, 
and  (2)  "receivables"  or  revenues  earned  but  not  yet  collected.  So  while  employees 
are  hired  and  supplies  are  purchased  based  on  "revenues",  payments  can  be  made 
only  with  "receipts"  or  cash  collected.  "Receivables"  which  are  a  part  of  the  "reve- 
nues" against  which  the  employees  were  hired  and  the  supplies  were  ordered,  can- 
not be  used  to  make  the  payments.  To  say  it  another  way,  "receivables"  are  used 
to  incur  obligations  but  cannot  be  used  to  make  the  payments  for  those  obligations. 

Thus  the  significance  of  "receivables"  in  the  District's  budget  process  is  that  it  al- 
lows the  city  to  incur  obligations  but  creates  a  shortage  of  cash  if  the  receivable  is 
not  collected  in  a  timely  manner  to  pay  for  the  obligation  that  was  incurred  in  an- 
ticipation of  collecting  the  cash  that  the  receivable  is  supposed  to  represent. 

In  fact,  in  fiscal  year  1991  the  District  spent  $109,451,000  more  general  fund  cash 
than  it  collected  (excluding  the  $331.6  million  in  general  fund  deficit  recovery  bonds 
received  September  26,  1991).  And  the  cash  overspending  was  $73,432,000  in  fiscal 
year  1992  and  $93,024,000  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

For  those  three  years  (Fiscal  Years  1991,  1992  and  1993)  the  District's  general 
fund  cash  overspending  totaled  $275,907,000  while  the  District's  budgets  and  an- 
nual audit  reports  (CAFR)  audited  by  KPMG  Peat  Marwick  in  FY  1991,  and  Coo- 
pers &  Lybrand  in  FY  1992  and  FY  1993,  showed  a  budget  surplus  in  each  of  those 
years  on  a  GAAP  basis. 

(See  following  chart:) 

General  Fund 

COMPARISON  OF  CASH  BALANCE,  EXCESS  CASH  USED,  AND  OPERATING  SURPLUS  PER  ANNUAL 

AUDIT  REPORTS  (CAFR) 
[In  millions] 

Year  ending  General  fund  cash  usedr)  omcash  K»^onGW 

'  balance  collected(  + )  during  vucn.  d  u .  u/w 


specific  fiscal  year 


basis 


September  30,  1990' $109,710  +$23,825  ($118,186) 

September  30,  1991:' 

Excluding  $331.6M  Recoveiv  Bond  Proceeds 259  -109,451  (3,446) 
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COMPARISON  OF  CASH  BALANCE,  EXCESS  CASH  USED,  AND  OPERATING  SURPLUS  PER  ANNUAL 

AUDIT  REPORTS  (CAFR)— Continued 

[In  millions] 

Excess  of  cash  „      .  , 

""■^iS""  si«irrs   «« 

specific  fiscal  year 

Including  $331.6M  Recovery  Bond  Proceeds  331.848  +222,138  333,159 

September  30,  1992  258,416  -72,432  1,986 

September  30,  1993  165,392  -93,024  7,766 

■  Mayor  Bariy's  last  full  year. 

'Mayor  Kelly  took  office  in  January  1991. 

ACCOUNTS  RECEIVABLE  AND  FINANCIAL  CONDITION 

X. 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  you  are  probably  aware,  I  have  been  inquiring 
about  your  accounts  receivables.  I  think  accounts  receivables  either 
in  an  audit  or  in  a  budget  have  a  direct  impact  on  the  condition 
as  reflected  in  the  financial  statement,  of  whatever  institution  or 
process  that  is  involved.  And  I  notice  that  the  District  is  canying 
accounts  receivables,  which  means  to  me  that  you  expect  at  some 
reasonable  time  in  the  future  to  receive  the  money  that  is  noted 
thereon.  Also,  you  are  carrying  accounts  receivables  dating  back  to 
1981.  The  total  amount  is  approximately  $29  million. 

questionable  accounts  receivable 

Now,  an  audit,  would  indicate  that  the  money  was  forthcoming 
and  it  would  be  used  to  show  the  total  financial  picture.  And  I  am 
wondering  if,  in  fact,  any  receivables  that  go  back  to  1981,  1982, 
1989,  are  in  fact  monies  that  you  will  ever  see,  for  whatever  rea- 
son. 

I  asked  GAO  to  look  at  one  in  particular  dating  back  only  to 
1991,  because  I  thought  that  would  be  fair.  I  understand  at  this 
point,  this  morning — and  the  receivable  is  only  three  years  old — 
that  they  cannot  document  the  receivable;  they  believe  they  have 
the  origin  of  where  it  came  from,  but  they  cannot  find  the  support- 
ing paperwork. 

And  so  I  am  wondering  how — ^you  raised  the  audit — ^how  an  audit 
firm  would  allow  an  accounts  receivable  dating  back  to  1981,  or  one 
for  1991,  which  unless  they  have  all  the  paperwork,  which  as  of 
this  morning  nobody  can  find. 

Basically  what  I  am  sa3dng  is,  with  $29  million  that  you  are 
going  to  get  when  you  collect  the  accounts  receivable  it  distorts  the 
total  picture,  along  with  other  things,  as  to  the  real  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  District. 

If  I  say  I  am  going  to  have  $29  million  coming  in  and  I  have  $29 
million  worth  of  debts,  I  am  even.  But  if  this  money  that  is  sup- 
posed to  be  coming  in  is  never  going  to  come  in,  I  am  $29  million 
in  the  hole.  So  I  am  wondering  if  you  could  comment  on  that. 

I  may  be  wrong.  I  am  searching  here,  and  I  am  looking  at  things 
that  pop  out  at  me.  So  if  you  could  respond  to  that. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  will.  In  the  area — we  have  a  couple  of  kinds  of 
receivables.  There  are  occasions  when  taxpayers  do  not  make  their 
payments  in  cash;  as  well,  when  the  Federal 
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Mr.  DrxON.  According  to  the  information  we  have,  it  would  ap- 
pear that  all  of  these  accounts  receivables  are  from  the  Federal 
Government.  I  will  be  glad  to  show  you  this  list. 

[The  list  referred  to  follows:] 

General  Fund — Grants  (Intergovernmental)  Receivable 

As  of  9/30/93,  the  General  Fund  had  about  $187  million  in  outstanding  receivables 
due  from  federal  grants.  About  $155  million  (83%)  of  this  amount  are  grant  receiv- 
ables due  to  the  Department  of  Human  Services.  About  $44  million  of  this  amount 
pertains  to  grants  that  originated  prior  to  1990  and  showed  no  collection  activity 
in  FY  1993.  In  addition,  other  large  balances  exist  in  grants  originating  in  1991 — 
these  also  showed  no  collection  activity  during  the  year.  A  list  of  particularly  large 
or  old  balances  is  shown  below. 


BRF  Revenue  Source  code  and  description  3o'^%^93°(per'" 


Current  receivable 
>alance  as  of  Sept. 

30,  1993  (per 
RRPGP430  93-13) 


1991  AFBl  Emergency  Assistance $4,646,913 

1989  AFB9  Emergency  Assistance 4,437,811 

1991  FCAl  Foster  Care  NV  Maintenance  5,284,273 

1984  FC04  Foster  Care 727,363 

1985  FC05  Foster  Care 276,627 

1986  FP06  Foster  Care  Administration  1,062,473 

1988  MDB8  Medicaid  Facility  3,564,094 

1989  MDB9  Medicaid  Facility  4,020,969 

1989  7699  Child  Support  Enforcement 480,284 

1982  8478  Foster  Care 2,227,870 

1981  8486  Maintenance  Assistance  (Public) 2,323,234 

Total  $29,051,911 

ACCOUNTS  RECEIVABLE  WRITE-OFFS 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Part  of  the  reason  that  you  would  write  off  a  re- 
ceivable is  that  you  think  the  organization  from  whom  you  intend 
to  collect  may  not  have  the  wherewithal  to  make  that  payment. 
That  doesn't  apply  in  the  case  of  the  Federal  government. 

The  GAO  has  been  working  very  closely  with  our  Controller's  Of- 
fice, as  well  as  the  Coopers  &  Lybrand  firm,  as  well  as  Burt  Smith, 
a  local  auditor.  I  will  take  action  as  soon  as  I  get  out  of  here,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  assure  that  whatever  documents  the  GAO  is  looking 
for  are  provided  to  them. 

RECEIVABLE  REVIEWED  BY  OUTSIDE  AUDITORS 

In  the  specific  case  of  this  fiscal  year  1991,  I  think  it  is  about 
$5.2  million? 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  is  $5.2  million,  yes. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  That  is  a  receivable  that  we  are  carrying  that 
has  been  reviewed  by  the  auditors  and  is  part  of  the  accounts  re- 
ceivable. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  understand  that. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  There  are  reserves — if  you  will,  a  hedge 

Mr.  Dixon.  Against  these  receivables. 

Ms.  O'Connor  [continuing].  To  say,  maybe  you  won't  collect 
every  single  dollar. 

What  we  do  in  our  financisJ  statements  is  outline  what  is  owed, 
what  has  likelihood  of  being  collected,  but  even  that  is  hedged 
against.  All  of  these  presentations  at  the  creation  of  the  District  of 
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Columbia,  we  followed  the  rulings  of  the  Grovemment  Accounting 
Standards  Board.  They  are  applied  by  Coopers  and  Burt  Smith. 

I  would  be  very  happy,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  continue  this  conversa- 
tion and  bring  the  Coopers  crowd  in  here. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  sure  they  don't  want  to  come  in. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  To  have  them  work  with  the  GAO. 

DOCUMENTATION  OF  OLD  ACCOUNT  RECEIVABLE 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  guess  what  I  am  asking  is,  where  is  the  documenta- 
tion for  this  FY  1991  receivable? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  There  is  documentation,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Do  you  know  where  it  is?  GAO  has  been  looking  for 
a  week.  I  asked  them  on.  May  5th  to  get  a  copy  of  the  documenta- 
tion for  the  Committee.  It's  a  1991  receivable,  so  it  shouldn't  be 
that  difficult  to  locate  the  documentation. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  had  a  conversation  with  the  Controller  of  the 
District  this  morning,  who  indicated  this  morning  that  she  had  a 
long  meeting  with  the  GAO  yesterday,  and  had,  to  the  best  of  her 
knowledge,  provided  the  information  they  had  requested. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Wait  a  minute.  Did  they  provide  any  documentation 
on  this  one? 

[Clerk's  note. — ^At  the  time  of  the  hearing  the  documentation  to 
support  the  $5.2  million  FY  1991  receivable  had  not  been  supplied 
to  the  Committee.] 

Ms.  O'Connor.  And  in  addition,  we  are  working  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Human  Services.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  did;  and  then  a 
third  level  and  fourth  level  and  fifth  level  question  was  asked,  and 
we  are  digging  that  out. 

[Clerk's  note. — The  following  material  was  subsequently  sup- 
plied for  the  record  by  district  officials:] 
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Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

DEPAHTMENT  OF  Hur»(Arj  SLHVlCES 
.'.ASHtNGTON  OC  .  ->^J.. 


*IAr  1 1  1994 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


Tom  Keightly 

General  Accounting  Office 


Pat  Watt   V-Xv 
Deputy  Director 


SUBJECT:   Retroactive  $5,300,000  Claims 


As  discussed  the  contractor  (IHSM)  identified 
$1,205,052  FFP  of  the  estimated  $5,300,000  receivable 
for  FY  1991.   The  Department  of  Health  &  Human  Services 
approved  $824,430  and  denied  $380,622  that  was  filed 
after  the  two  year  filing  period.   The  contractor  did 
not  identify  the  remaining  balance  of  the  $4,094,948. 

The  Department  has  collected  $800,375  from  the  approved 
grant  awards  of  $824,430.   This  leaves  a  balance  of 
$24,055  to  be  collected. 

Listed  below  is  a  breakout  of  the  $1,205,052  that  was 
filed. 


IV-E 
Non-Vol 

IV-E 
Vol 

0 

1  9,301 

1  1,915 

6,528 

17,744 

IV-E 
Adopt 

0 

6,426 

7,815 

17,527 

31,765 

Total 

First  Quarter 
Second  Quarter 
Third  Quarter 
Fourth  Quarter 

0  \ 
362,265 
370,895   , 
422,383   ' 

,155,54;j'' 

0 
377,992 
380,622 
446,438 

Total         1 

1,205,052 

Attached  is  documentation  related  to  this  issue. 
Please  call  if  you  need  additional  information. 


Attachments 
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PAPtR    ON    rjiTEK    CAi'vc    Kl' -V^  ;  .  At  ■. 


Foster    Cart?    syste.T;    ts    CJTently   under   ccort   crder    itnfoitd  t^^ 
ACLU,    prira'-nv   di.e    to  The   t^pc   of   ocirc  iwrf  4sc// »P -v    ■:  • :.  •.• 


The 

the  ACLU,  prira'-nv  di.e  to  The  t^pc  of  ocirc  iwrf  Ibc/{' 
p1ac8ui«nts  of  cr,e  v^ards  of  the  City.  r-revt.-.t  J«>t  fr^/n  1 1 -.  •  .  ,  n 
the  systerr  create?  new  f«mny  preser  vat  i  i;r,  units  $nd  oThtr  Xyfii^ 
of  Initiates  federally  oandated  and  funded,  tit  r«ot  prrVio\/s1y  ^ 
part  0/  the  District  program.  As  a  result  of  the  csurt  fUdnJafe 
to  increase  our  federal  relmbursetrent  and  orcate  a  (j^^  ^*fel 
tracking  systens  the  Departir.ent  and  thb  plaA/x-rS  of  ihi- 
l-npleinentatic*.  c'  *  t-e  court  requirements  pro  jeer  eJ  ...  v/:-.--  ;:-.•...;. 
clote  to  $15. C  :";1*'ori  a  yf-ar  ir,  ^eaeral  rclrtfeuKs^Aifre^j/i.  r<>g. 
'eceral  govCTcmtn:  allows  two  yeirs  retr^iici^  vc  cl<»''>vs /;«>/- 
foster    CB'-e    which    ;-cans    that    even    if    the    effort    "i    nor   fully 

iniplements''    j.t.11    .'t.np    19S2.    we    J8r    clalr    rer/«acf/VtJ!u' 

June     1990,     oi     ;criij    4S     It     Is     filed    wUn     the   aiA6i>TerIy    ^' i     ,-;,.■,.. 
report,  '^ 

■'  P-  •     '^-^^■ 

■-Ai^The   Cohtroller's    Office   decided    a   ;nore    corservat  Ive    est'r.ats    oT 

'.i^^»^l0'0  fljiplon    fcr  ttT~>^et  reactive    portion   for  thevtwc-yt-.r   ffrion 

"-.•  but' oiHy  booked  55. 3   nil  lion   as   a   receivable.        ...  .■<    y. ... 

r^Ar'lfe-  ^^^  ...     .  gr^.   . 

v^l«    Conjun-Ctlon   wlTrrtho   ACLU    suit,    we    also   ha/O    tht    fl  r/»?  »f-)D:./i!(}, 
vN.ftf ''.^-f 'lyt'ti*"  riv's^pg    our    CAP    end    assisting    us     in    other     r€V«>tv«- 
1  "r generating   areas.      They   confirm   In    the    attacec    'eticr  rh'^f  '^»=-_ 
jre    4i$o.  being    told    by    the    firr,    naneii    U.    th-.-    lers.i'i    •..   j-    it-.' 
^vrpotentl^'Ai    uncer   collections    for    IV-E    ir.d    U-i;    are    5:..  sr  a.'.i '  o  1  . 

'<-    Attachment 
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c/iTIQ 


-**     «(.iAj 


III  00. 


DAVID  M.  GRIFFITH  W  AND  ASSOCIATES.  LTD. 


^•^ '*■'■■ 


tlOO  Sprlngwood  Drt\^  •  $ult§200  •  irving.  Tkxts 'SOU  •  i74-;«M.'i..  ■  >=lx  ;-i--<Ci-0«*5 

liov««)»«r  11,  18*1  -'- 

'  :*?  ' 

M».  Hatsl  Bro»4n»K  r^i- 

Controlltr  -  ;!;, 

Dipartaont  o;  Kuaan  6ervio*s 

•01  North  Capitol  Btrtat 

5th  rioor  V  V 

K»Bhintrton,   DC     aooo2 

Dktr  Ht.  Broadnax: 

This  Xattar  is  an  upda^«  en  tvo  lse\iai .  7lr9T  -f  w^^  abla  tu 
tal>:  t©  John  Bayna  regarding  tht  mcoafr  ami.nii3(i3ncf^/?W  ir.stalla- 
tton.  aha  aacond  iaaue  relAtes  tc  t^.°  7i":l*  rv-f  tUflLllity 
prr^blam  we  dltsousaad  last  Kedrkficday. 

With  ra^ard  to  tha  PilS  inplaBanVitlor.  Lt.  :xp:  ,  r  2;<ii-iry^  roK.-i  »T,i  l 
warn  abla  to  work  out  a  raaaonabje  cc=:i.)fo.-iflc  So  rA<tr  «•*  won't 
hava  to  do  a  pilot  atudy.  Hia  najcr  ccncarr.  ^d^  r-M.  vsjV.-lcti  ' 
lapofition  eo:sins  during  tha  holiday  «aanon  at  the  end  ot  tte 
yaar.  1  agraad,  pending  your  upprovai  to  atarT,  :"..;•  aaapling 
beginning  rabrjary  l,  1992.  This  will  aotually  varK  out  bet.ter 
tor  ca  in  that  I  can  ooncantrate  on  tho  VB  ex-canr- "0:1  -for  Janjary 
1,    1982.  ■  ■ 

On  th*  nvisjact  of  Tltla  2V-t  tlijiJ.ilir /.  :  jg^i.  a«'/'=  Ts  rog»4  ap 
Bsa»  atitistica  that  corrcborac^  -y  ou*j  ofr tff/iv''»r"»5  . j  .  T-.i;;* 
cbscr.Ationa  arei 


i 


?ha   Diatrlot'a   large   r(iiai»;                 .- -  yt^^&iijy  cas»«» 

relsn.wa   to  tha  nuabar  ol    .'-.    .-       .    \    ....  r.  perccru 

vari»ua    1?.9   parcant    In   leva    :.  ...           ;»  ;.   nttiiy 

«ugg4(«":i»    to    ee    that    a    ai.-;.- .  :.. ...ilire:-. 

now    beir.g    ciuntad    ta     "t.'s.      "r.      -    -     .  .     .      ...?iiwn 

Sufcaidy"    cBfc««    ahoulc'    aot^il."    •    <       :•  •«-       ■■-e    ans 

poaaibiy    aliglblt    Jar    ?rP.       "i,' •■  .-;:•»*.-.    rmar    a 

-.ujib«r   of   thasc    ^hildr»n   c.-.l*    .-:       ..     •.  ■  -  -_    l  ^auar 
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SHIFTING  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  REVENUES 

Mr.  DrxON.  Let  me  move  to  another  area.  As  it  relates  to  real 
property  taxes,  as  I  understand  it,  you  rolled  the  first  quarter  of 
a  person's  real  property  tax  fi*om  1994  into  the  last  quarter  of 
1993? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  DrxON.  And  at  that  time  we  had  some  dialogue. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes. 

IMPACT  OF  PROPERTY  TAX  SHIFT 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  impact  did  rolling  that  property  tax  from  the 
first  quarter  of  FY  1994  to  the  last  quarter  of  FY  1993  have? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Right.  The  impact  was  to  provide  revenue  in  FY 
1993  to  support  medicaid  and  other  spending.  Another  impact  was 
to— because  changing  the  property  tax  did  not  bring  any  new  cash 
into  the  District,  another  impact  was  to  draw  down  casri  balances. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Did  it  have  any  other  impact?  It  had  an  impact  on 
the  Federal  pajrment  for  this  FY  1995,  because  it  increases  or  in- 
flates the  revenue  base  that  the  formula  Federal  payments  is  based 
on  by  an  extra  quarter  of  property  tax  revenue. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Sure. 

Mr.  Dexon.  In  other  words,  it  would  normally  have  been  counted 
in  FY  1994,  but  by  shifting  it  to  FY  1993  it  had  an  impact  on  the 
FY  1995  Federal  payment  which,  in  fact,  is  based  on  revenues 
earned  in  two  years  prior  to  the  budget  year? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes. 

split  in  property  tax  REVENUE/FY  1993  AND  FY  1994 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  asked  GAO  to  look  at  that,  and  they  said  to  me, 
ask  if  there  is  an  explanation  as  to  why  the  FY  1993  supplemental 
request  showed  only  $155  million  for  FT  1993,  and  left  $25  million 
in  FY  1994.  And  then  ultimately,  in  the  final  budget,  $180  million, 
was  eventually  shifted  into  the  fourth  quarter  of  FT  1993. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  We  had  a  number  of  presentations,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, one  of  which  did  split  the  benefit  between  the  two  fiscal 
years,  because  we  thought  we  needed  the  solution  in  those  two  fis- 
cal years. 

The  final  presentation  to  you,  and  that  was  a  year  ago  this  past 
summer,  when  you  did  a  third  supplement  to  the  1993  budget  in 
1994,  we  went  with  that  presentation  to  advise  you  that  all  of  the 
benefit  of  the  change  would  be  shown  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

LOAN  TO  D.C.  GENERAL  HOSPITAL 

Mr.  Dixon.  My  last  question,  as  it  relates  to  the  budget  proce- 
dure, relates  to  D.C.  Greneral  Hospital.  As  I  understand  it,  D.C. 
General  Hospital  is  funded  through  an  enterprise  fund  that  the 
District  subsidizes.  But,  going  back  to  FT  1990,  which  is  before 
your  time  here,  if  there  was  an  additional  subsidy  required  beyond 
the  initial  subsidy  provided  in  your  original  budget,  you  show  the 
additional  subsidy  as  a  loan? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Right. 

Mr.  Dexon.  And  there  is  an  accumulated  amount  of  $58  million. 
To  me,  a  loan  implies  that  there  is  something  to  be  repaid.  It  also 
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has  an  impact  on  the  financial  condition  of  the  District  government 
because  it  will  show  as  an  asset  that  will  ultimately  come  back 
rather  than  a  liability  or  expense;  and  the  status  of  your  financial 
health  includes  how  many  loans  are  owed  to  you,  as  well  as  how 
many  accounts  receivable  you  have. 

I  cannot  foresee  that  D.C.  Greneral  Hospital,  which  is  being  oper- 
ated in  a  manner  where  you  have  to  continue  to  put  money  in  be- 
yond the  initial  subsidy,  would  ever  be  in  a  position  to  pay  it  back. 

[Clerk's  note.— The  following  material  relates  to  D.C.  General 
Hospital:] 


^/§&and 
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Report  of  Independent  Accountanta 

TO  the  Mayor  and  Council  of  the 
District  of  Columbia 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  balance  sheets  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  General  Hospital  (Hospital)  at  September  30, 
1993  and  1992,  and  the  related  statements  of  revenue  and  expenses, 
chzmges  in  fund  balance,  and  cash  flows  for  the  years  then  ended. 
These  financial  statements  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Hospital's 
Danagement.  Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these 
financial  statements  based  on  our  audits. 

Ke  conducted  our  audits  in  accordance  with  generally 
accepted  auditing  standards.  Those  stemdards  require  that  we  plan 
and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about  whether 
the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement.  An 
audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  supporting  the 
amounts  and  disclosures  in  the  financial  statements,  kn  audit  also 
includes  assessing  the  accounting  principles  used  and  significant 
estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall 
financial  statement  presentation.  We  believe  that  our  audits 
provide  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion. 


The  accompanying  1993  financial  statement*  reflect  an 
amount  currently  due  to  the  District  of  Columbia  (the  District)  of 
$58,000,000.  As  discussed  in  Note  3,  the  liability  is  the  result 
of  accumulated  Hospital  cash  deficits  that  have  been  funded  by 
advances  from  the  District.  Unless  the  current  level  of  District 
appropriations  increases  and/or  there  is  a  significant  improvement 
in  net  cash  provided  from  Hospital  operating  results,  the  Hospital 
will  be  unable  to  repay  these  advances. 

In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to 
above  present  fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  financial 
position  of  the  District  of  Columbia  General  Hospital  at  September 
30,  1993  and  1992,  and  the  results  of  its  operations  and  its  cash 
flows  for  the  years  then  ended  in  conformity  with  generally 
accepted  accounting  principles. 


n 


Washington,  D.C. 
January  11,  1994 


Q^^^y.^  r^^^^/^y 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  GENERAL  HOSPITAL 
NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEKBNTS 


Funding  of  cash  deficit*  — 

The  District  is  required  by  public  law  to  fund  cash  1 
deficits  of  the  Hospital.   As  a  result  of  operating  losses 

incurred  during  fiscal  years  1990  through  1993,   funded  I 

accuBUlated  Hospital  cash  deficits  totaled  $58,000,000  which  I 

are  reflected  in  the  accompanying  1993  balance  sheet  as  an  1 

amount  currently  due  the  District.  Current  levels  of  District  I 

appropriations  and  net  cash  provided  from  Hospital  operations  I 

preclude  the  Hospital  from  repaying  these  funding  advances  in  I 

the  near  future.  I 

As  directed  under  the  Omnibus  Spending  Reduction  Act 
of  1993,  Title  IV  (D.C.  Law  10-65),  the  Mayor,  with  the 
Executive  Director  and  representatives  of  the  Hospital 
collective  bargaining  units,  shall  develop  a  three-year  plan 
to  restore  financial  solvency  at  the  Hospital  through 
structural  reforms,  including  revisions  in  scope  of  services, 
staffing  levels,  strict  control  over  expenditures  for 
nonpersonal  services  and  improved  billing  and  collection  of 
revenue.  The  plan  shall  provide  for  the  orderly  repayment,  by 
October  1,  1998,  of  the  Hospital  cash  deficits  accumulated  as 
of  September  30,  1993.  The  Mayor  shall  submit  the  plan  to  the 
City  Council  no  later  than  February  1,  1994. 


J 


4.  Income  taxes 

The  Hospital,  as  part  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
is  exempt  from  taxes  on  income  other  than  from  unrelated 
business  activities.  Since  the  Hospital  had  no  material 
unrelated  business  income  during  the  years  ended  September  30, 
1993  and  1992,  no  provision  for  income  taxes  was  required. 

5.  Related  parties 

The  District  provides  the  Hospital  with  certain 
central  accounting  and  other  administrative  services.  The 
District  also  pays  for  interest  on  District  financing  of  the 
Hospital's  fixed-asset  acquisitions,  manages  the  Hospital's 
cash  which  is  pooled  with  the  funds  of  other  agencies,  and 
provides  funding  for  any  medical  malpractice  or  other  liabili- 
ty settlements  against  the  Hospital.   These  costs  are  borne 

Continued 
10 
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DC  CnEUa  MO»tTM. 

MUUCC  WKTt  (MDITtD) 
rOR  TW  ritCAL  TEMt  EWEO  im«  TMJt  1V9S 
(M«JNTt  III  IHOUSAIOt) 


FT  1«M 


rr  1989 


n  1990 


ft  1991 


rr  1992 


FT  1993 


CURRENr  ASKTS: 
CAtM 

HTIEHT  ACCOUNTS  KCtlVULI  (KT> 
EtTIMATD  INIRD  PARTY  KTTIEMEIIT 
mVENTORIII 

TOTAL  CURRMT  ASSETS 

lUIUJINBS  AND  EOUIPMEKT: 

nillDINCt  AND  LAW   IMFROVEKNTS 
riXED  CaUIPHENT 
MAJOR  N0VA81E  EQUlPNnT 
CONSTRUCTION   IN  PROGRISS 


ACOMULATED  DEPRIUTIM 
RET  RUIIPINSS  AND  fOUlPMENT 


e9,6«a 

S13,US 

tis 

SIS 

SU 

tZ34 

S8,74« 

SU,«S3 

S12,177 

S16.975 

SZ7.938 

S19.S7* 

so 

SO 

S5,5ia 

S9.SM 

S2,335 

SO 

»1,29S 

»1,7I2 

S1,8M 

S1,907 

S2,71i 

Sl.TTO 

139.689  S29,80a  S19,SM  S2B.1M 


S33,004 


t4S,732  SA9,700  SS2.S90  SST.tU 

S10,«32  S10,63Z  S10,7M  S10,81t 

*22,949  S24,7I8  S2t.6SS  UT.VA 

S3,9U  Sa,194  S20,<37  S29,269 


S47,10e  S«9,S95  S«1.4SS  S72,a09  S78.M6 


S21,37ll 


S7«.270  SM,6W 

S20.777  S20,777 

S39,74S  S3S,97B 

t974  SO 


$86,2)7    S93,264   S108,84«   S12S,00S   t117,76«    8137,409 
(SS9.149)   (S43,669>   (S47,)91)   (SS2,I96)   (SS9,070)    (862,881 > 
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CITY  CONTROL  OF  HOSPITAL  FINANCIAL  HEMORRHAGING 

Mayor  Kelly.  Part  of  the  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  speak 
to  that,  is,  the  reason  that  I  asked  to  take  charge  of  the  hospital 
for  a  period  of  five  years  is  so  we  will  be  in  a  position,  or  at  least 
potentially  in  a  position  to  be  reimbursed.  One,  we  want  to  first 
and  above  all  contain  some  of  the  financial  hemorrhaging.  That  is 
why  we  brought  in  an  outside  firm  to  make  some  proposed  rec- 
ommendations. 

But  if  we  do  not  book  it  as  a  loan  and  in  fact  go  in  there  and 
make  an  investment  to  help  them  get  the  Federal  reimbursements 
they  should  have  gotten,  we  as  a  general  operating  budget  will 
never  be  entitled  to  recapture  any  of  the  monies  we  have  advanced. 
So  if  we  don't  book  it,  in  that,  we  lose  our  option  to  recover  that 
money;  and  indeed,  we  think  there  is  at  least  the  potential  beyond 
the  immediate  desire  to  contain  the  financial  hemorrhaging  to  cap- 
ture at  least  some  of  that  money.  And  we  have  to  book  it  as  such 
to  preserve  our  right  to  capture  it  as  such. 

PAYBACK  BY  D.C.  GENERAL 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  Madam  Mayor,  that  makes  good  sense  to  me, 
but  my  question  is,  who  are  you  going  to  recapture  it  from — some 
new  entity  that  you  set  up,  which  starts  out  owing  the  District  $58 
million?  Who  is  it  going  to  be  captured  from? 

Mayor  Kelly.  We  are  aggressively  in  pursuit  as  part  of  the  reor- 
ganization. In  some  instances,  they  are  entitled  to  Federal  reim- 
bursements through  medicaid  £ind  the  like,  as  a  part  of  improving 
their  own  financial  stability;  and  that  has  not  been  very  aggres- 
sively done,  unfortunately. 

APPROPRIATIONS  LANGUAGE  TO  REPAY  HOSPITAL  LOAN 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  then  on  that  issue,  in  the  FY  1994  D.C.  appro- 
priations bill,  there  is  language  that — I  will  just  read  it.  It  is  under 
the  title  of  "D.C.  General  Hospital  Deficit  Payment."  So  there  has 
been  an  effort  to  recapture  some  of  this  money.  The  language 
reads,  "For  the  purposes  of  reimbursing  the  General  Fund  for  costs 
incurred  for  the  operation  of  the  D.C.  General  Hospital  pursuant 
to  D.C.  Law  1-134,  the  D.C.  General  Hospital  Commission  Act  of 
1977,  $10,000,000." 

GENERAL  FUND  TO  REIMBURSE  GENERAL  FUND 

Now,  I  tried  to  figure  this  out.  It  is  very  specific  as  to  who  is 
being  reimbursed,  and  that  is  the  General  Fund. 

Ms.  O'CONNOR.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  doesn't  say  where  the  money  is  coming  from,  and 
I  assume  that  the  money  is  coming  from  the  General  Fund  to  reim- 
burse the  General  Fund,  which  is  a  net  gain  of  zero. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  It  is 

Mr.  DrxoN.  And  let  me  tell  you,  Ms.  O'Connor,  I  suspect  that  as 
it  relates  to  some  of  those  loans,  that  Coopers  &  Lybrand  said  you 
have  got  to  show  some  action.  And  so  there  was  a  paper  trans- 
action that  netted  the  General  Fund  zero. 

Now,  I  may  be  wrong  on  this,  and  if  you  want  to  look  at  this  lan- 
guage, that  is  fine.  It  says  that  the  General  Fund  is  going  to  be 
repaid  $10  million  from  the  General  Fund. 
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PLAN  TO  SOLVE  HOSPITAL  DEFICIT 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Right.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  of  last 
September  30th,  the  books  of  the  £).C.  General  Hospital  were  about 
$110  million  in  deficit. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  The  proposal  that  the  Mayor  had  made,  the 
Council  agreed  to,  that  we  announced  yesterday,  was  to  establish 
financial  solvency,  stop  the  hemorrhaging,  get  them  so  that  they — 
on  a  yearly  basis,  anjrway — ^balance  their  books.  We  have  got  a  plan 
that  does  that. 

The  question  comes,  so  what  are  you  going  to  do  with  the  debt 
that  they  accumulated? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  On  our  financial  statements,  they  are  shown  as 
loans  to  the  hospital.  As  the  Mayor  indicated,  we  are  preserving 
our  ability  to  have  them  pay  us  back. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  That  wasn't  good  enough,  though.  We  decided  to 
undertake  a  plan,  begun  in  1994 — it  is  repeated  in  1995 — to  have 
the  Greneral  Fund  pay  ofi"  the  debt.  And  that  is  the  $4.5  million  in 
1994,  and  I  think  you  will  see  a  $10  million  in  1995. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  started  out  at  $10  million  but  you  ultimately  re- 
duced it  to  $4.5  million. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  That  is  the  final  budget,  right.  That  is  an  ex£im- 
ple,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  an  item,  a  charge  that  benefits  your  cash. 
It  is  a  charge  against  the  1994  books  for  $4.5  million. 

[Clerk's  note. — ^The  transaction  described  by  Ms.  O'Connor  acknowledges  the  fal- 
lacy of  prior  budgets  which  did  not  charge  these  advances  (totaling  $58  million  as 
of  September  30,  1993)  as  expenditures  in  the  applicable  year's  operating  state- 
ments, thus  avoiding  the  reporting  of  actual  deficits  in  the  general  fiind  for  those 
years.] 

REPAYMENT  TO  GENERAL  FUND  BY  GENERAL  FUND 

Mr.  Ddcon.  What  is  the  net  gain  to  the  Treasury? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  In  1994,  it  will  be  $4.5  million.  In  1995,  it  will 
be  another  $10  million.  That  is  cash  received  as  revenue. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  From  whom? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  It  comes  from  the  general  revenues  that  flow  to 
the  General  Fund. 

FORGIVENESS  OF  HOSPITAL  LOAN 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  is  the  Greneral  Fund  paying  back  the  General 
Fund?  Basically,  what  it  is  turning  to,  which  I  think  is  very  appro- 
priate, it  has  turned  into — every  transaction  like  this  has  turned 
into  basically  a  forgiveness  or  a  straight  appropriation. 

That  is  the  impact  of  it,  isn't  it?  Am  I  wrong?  You  are  the  finan- 
cial expert. 

MULTIYEAR  PLAN  TO  SOLVE  HOSPITAL  DEFICIT 

Ms.  O'Connor.  The  only  clarification  I  would  offer,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  that  we  have  undertaken  a  multiyear  plan.  Rather  than  try 
to  eat  $109  million  in  one  fell  stroke  in  one  year's  budget,  the  Dis- 
trict has  committed  itself  over  a  period  of  time.  That  is  without  let- 
ting go  of 
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COSMETIC  ADVANTAGE  OF  "LOAN"  COMPARED  TO  SUBSIDY 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  think  you  understand  what  I  am  getting  at  and 
that  is  there  is  some  advantage  cosmetically  to  making  a  loan  ver- 
sus a  direct  subsidy,  and  that  is  the  motivation  behind  making  the 
loan. 

I  loan  you  $10  versus  I  give  it  to  you,  and  that  is  the  motivation 
to  make  the  initial  transaction,  because — is  there  an  advantage  to 
the  District  to  make  it  a  loan? 

AUTHORITY  OF  HOSPITAL  TO  DRAW  CASH 

Ms.  O'Connor.  This  loan  is  pursuant  to  District  law  that  allows 
the  D.C.  General  Hospital  to  take  cash  from  the  Treasury.  I  would 
advise  you,  our  knowledge  was  after  the  fact.  This  loan  occurred 
above  and  beyond  the  appropriation  to  the  hospital. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  know  that.  And  that  is  because  the  initial  subsidy 
was  artificially  low  so  the  diffemece  could  be  used  to  fund  other 
programs. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  And  was  a  result  of  cash  draws  by  the  hospital. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  That  have  already  occurred? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  If  you  had  said  that  up  front. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Sorry. 

HOSPITAL  BORROWS  FROM  DISTRICT  TREASURY 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Each  year  these  loans  are  in  fact  draws  that  have  al- 
ready been  made? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  the  kind  of  answer  I  like  to  get.  I  went  all 
through  this,  and  if  you  had  just  said,  it  had  to  be  a  loan  because 
a  draw  had  already  been  made. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Sorry. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

positions  ELIMINATED  IN  BUDGET 

Mayor,  you  said  that  6,300  positions  were  eliminated  in  the  exec- 
utive departments  alone. 

Mayor  Kelly.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Were  those  funded  positions?  Were  they  unfunded? 
Were  they  actually  filled? 

Mayor  Kelly.  Two  thousand  of  them  were  not  funded.  And  I 
pointed  out,  my  reference  point  was  originally  the  Rivlin  Commis- 
sion report.  When  they  gave  the  6,000  figure,  it  also  included  2,000 
unfunded — 2,000  were  not  funded — ^the  balance  of  which  were  fund- 
ed or  incumbent,  whether  incumbent  or  not,  but  funded. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  the  other  4,300  were  funded.  Were  they  filled  or 
unfilled  positions? 

Mayor  Kelly.  At  least  3,000  filled. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  as  many  as  1,300  were  fiinded,  unfilled? 

Mayor  Kelly.  Approximately,  yes. 

COST  SAVINGS  FROM  POSITION  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Do  you  have  any  idea  how  much  savings  were  real- 
ized? 

Mayor  Kelly.  Not  ofT  the  top  of  my  head.  I  will  give  you  an  an- 
swer in  a  minute. 
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BORROWING  BY  D.C.  GENERAL  HOSPITAL 

Mr.  Walsh.  While  Ellen  is  figuring  it,  on  the  hospital — I  am  not 
clear  on  how  the  $58  million  in  loans  are  treated  on  the  books?  Are 
they  treated  as  £in  asset  to  be  collected,  and  if  so,  in  what  fiscal 
years? 

Mayor  Kelly.  We  have  a  proposed  plan  that  has  now  been  pre- 
sented to  the  Council.  I  believe  you  are  talking  about  the  D.C.  Gen- 
eral Hospital.  It  has  been  booked  still  as  loans,  with  the  expecta- 
tion— so  that  it  preserves  our  right  to  collect  as  a  part  of  not  only 
containing  some  of  the  hemorrhaging  but  also  as  our  effort  to  go 
after  some  Federal  reimbursements. 

LOAN  RECEIVABLE  FROM  HOSPITAL 

Mr.  Walsh,  Will  they  be  considered  a  revenue  item  for  the  1995 
budget? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  No,  Mr.  Walsh.  Of  the  accumulated  deficit— as  of 
this  past  September  30th,  the  accumulated  deficit  was  about  $109 
million,  of  which  $58  million,  I  believe,  was  cash  advances  from  the 
District's  general  fund.  The  balance  consists  of  depreciation  and  an 
excess  of  payables  over  receivables,  for  example. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  are  talking  about  just  the  hospital  now? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes. 

SAVINGS  FROM  LAYOFFS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Did  you  get  the  number  Ellen? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  On  the  layoffs  in  question,  I  think  it  is  about 
$190  million  annually,  and  you  said  it  was  7  percent 

PERCENTAGE  OF  WORK  FORCE  ELIMINATED 

Mayor  Kelly.  Approximately  7  percent  of  the  work  force  has 
been  downsized.  It  is  a  7  percent  downsize. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Seven  percent  of  the  funded  positions  or  7  percent 
of  all  positions? 

Mayor  Kelly.  All  positions. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So,  in  fact,  that  would  not  reflect  the  true  number 
in  terms  of  layoffs  or  cutting  unfunded  positions.  These  are  on  the 
books,  some  of  them  funded,  some  of  them  unfunded,  some  of  them 
filled,  some  of  them  unfilled? 

It  doesn't  represent  a  7  percent  cut  in  your  overall  pa3n-oll? 

Mayor  Kelly.  It  represents  a  7  percent  cut 

Ms.  O'Connor.  It  represents  a  7  percent  cut  in  the  number  of 
full-time  equivalents  over  the  course  of  time.  There  has  been  an  ab- 
solute reduction  in  the  number  of  full-time  equivalents,  people, 
over  the  period  of  time.  It  is  an  influence  why  the  payroll  has  gone 
down. 

You  know,  there  are  other  influences  driving  the  pa5n*oll  up,  like 
wage  increases  and  other  things. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  am  trying  to  get  at  the  percent  of  the  total — I 
would  think  you  keep  numbers  on  this — the  actual  percent  reduc- 
tion in  active  work  force. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  That  is  7  percent,  Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Even  though  some  of  those  positions  were  unfilled? 
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Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes,  that  7  percent  figure  was  not  the  percent  re- 
duction of  positions.  It  is  percent  reduction  of  full-time  on-board 
staff,  the  work  force.  It  is  a  higher  percentage  for  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  positions,  and  I  would  be  glad  to  get  you  that  num- 
ber. 

Mayor  Kelly.  GAO  has  looked  at  all  of  that. 

Mr.  Walsh.  They  don't  give  us  everything  they  looked  at,  unless 
we  ask  for  it,  and  then  it  takes  some  time. 

PENSION  FUND  SHORTFALL 

Ellen,  you  mentioned  the  Pension  Fund  Payments  and  the  short- 
fall for  FY  1995.  The  District  would  be  able  to  pay  three  of  the  four 
payments  for  FY  1995,  which  means  if  the  overall  bill  is  $305  mil- 
lion, you  are  somewhere  around  $76  million  short?  Is  that  my  un- 
derstanding? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes,  the  bill  in  FY  1995  is  $295  million.  That  is 
the  appropriation. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  for  FY  1995? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  FY  1995.  And  we  will  make  in  cash  three  of  the 
four  payments,  it  is  about  $75  million  that  we  will  not  make,  Mr. 
Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Plus  the  FY  1994  payments 

Ms.  O'Connor.  The  FY  1994  payments  are  being  made  in  FY 
1995.  I  have  cash  flows  and  specific  exhibits  to  show  the  cash  pay- 
ments to  the  Retirement  Board  that  I  would  be  glad  to  share  with 
the  Committee. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  am  concerned  over  the  Pension  Fund  Debt.  Not 
making  the  payment  will  cause  a  snowball  effect.  The  increased  in- 
terest payments  and  the  obligations  are  just  going  to  get  larger. 

initiatives  to  reduce  spending 

Mayor  Kelly.  We  continue  to  also  have  the  impact  of  the  cuts. 

For  example,  we  moved  to  privatize  D.C.  Village.  We  are 
privatizing,  as  we  speak,  the  medical  facilities  at  corrections.  As 
you  well  know,  that  was  not  enthusiastically  received  in  all  quar- 
ters of  the  local  government. 

The  Congress  tried  to  increase  our  authority.  The  Council  then 
independently  offered  some  new  standards  for  us  that  slowed  it 
down,  but  that  is  a  way  of  saying  there  are  savings  to  be  had  in 
fiscal  year  1995  through  these  initiatives  that  will  strengthen  our 
ability  to  meet  these  obligations. 

IMPACT  OF  downsizing  ON  PENSION  OBLIGATION 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  raise  an  interesting  point.  As  you  reduce  your 
work  force,  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  pension  funds  seemingly 
becomes  diminished  and  weakened  because  you  have  less  people 
paying  in.  What  is  the  impact  there? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Maybe  that  is  part  of  the  reason  why  it  went 
from  $306  million,  the  payment  due  in  FY  1994,  to  a  decreased 
amount  in  FY  1995.  It  does  swing  some,  Mr.  Walsh.  However,  most 
of  the  reductions  have  not  taken  place  in  police,  fire,  and  teachers, 
which  is  the  crowd — and  judges,  that  is  financed  in  this  program; 
it  has  mostly  been  in  other  parts  of  the  government? 
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Mayor  KELLY.  Right. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Mr.  Chairman,  did  you  want  to  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Your  last  question?  I  don't  think  so,  because  to  the 
extent  that  the  people  come  in,  they  are  going  to  create  a  greater 
benefit  liability  in  the  future.  So  we  won't  have  their  contributions, 
but  we  will  have  their  benefit  liability. 

So  I  am  not  sure  their  coming  or  not  coming  is  going  to  affect 
the  unfunded  liability. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  FEE/CONSTITUTIONALITY 

Mr.  Walsh.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  Public  Safety  Fee  that  is  pro- 
posed, isn't  there  a  real  question  of  constitutionality  on  that  tax? 

Mr.  Clarke.  We  have  looked  at  the  questions  and  our  General 
Counsel  has  found  that  the  way  the  law  has  been  written,  the  Pub- 
lic Safety  Fee  is  applicable  to  businesses  based  on  their  gross  re- 
ceipts in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  it  has  been  tailored  to  avoid 
questions  of  interstate  commerce,  if  that  is  the  question  you  were 
addressing. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Some  of  these  are  tax-exempt  institutions,  are  they 
not? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Some  of  them  are  nonprofit  organizations,  yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  And  do  you  expect  a  challenge  to  this  tax? 

Mr.  Clarke.  We  expect  a  challenge  on  almost  ever3d:hing,  sir.  We 
have  tried  to  prepare  for  it  as  best  we  can  in  terms  of  consulting 
both  our  Greneral  Counsel  and  the  cit^s  Corporation  Counsel  with 
respect  to  it. 

property  tax  proposal 

This  measure  was  offered  as  an  alternative  to  something  I  put 
forward,  which  was  to  take  the  calculated  property  tax  rate  and 
put  it  into  place  for  fiscal  year  1994.  The  calculated  property  tax 
rate  would  produce  in  this  fiscal  year  for  a  given  tax  class  what  the 
property  tax  produced  in  the  last  fiscal  year  plus  an  inflationary 
rate. 

There  was  a  desire  on  the  Council,  pretty  consistent  with  that  of 
Mayor  Kelly,  not  to  go  with  the  property  tax.  The  members  felt 
that  the  public  safety  fee  is  something  that  people  are  willing  to 
pay  some  money  for,  and  the  council  went  to  this  fee. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FEE 

The  fee  was  refined  as  the  legislative  process  went  on,  and  in 
that  refinement,  it  moved  from  any  business  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia earning  any  gross  income  anywhere,  to  being  measured  by 
classes  within  the  Public  Safety  Fee,  based  upon  the  gross  receipts 
earned  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

And  it  was  concluded,  with  that,  that  we  would  avoid  interstate 
commerce  challenges. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  there  precedent  for  this? 

Mr.  Clarke.  No,  there  is  not. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  would  suspect  that  any  other  municipality  looking 
for  a  brand-new  source  of  revenue  is  going  to  be  watching  this  very 
closely,  as  will  any  other — not-for-profit  organization  within  any  of 
those  municipalities. 
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LEGAL  CHALLENGE  TO  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FEE 

Will  a  legal  challenge  preclude  you  from  levying  this  fee  this 
year? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Only  if  there  is  an  injunction  issued.  Obviously,  the 
challenge  would  have  to  be  a  preliminary  injunction  or  a  TRO  in 
order  to  be  effective. 

ALTERNATIVE  PROPOSAL  TO  PUBLIC  SAFETY  FEE 

Mr.  Walsh,  In  the  event  of  that  happening,  do  you  have  a  Plan 
B? 

Mr.  Clarke.  The  Plan  B,  I  guess  would  be  what  I  presented  be- 
fore. I  would  present  that  again  to  the  Council,  and  we  will  see 
what  the  Council  comes  up  with  in  that  area.  I  proposed  going  to 
the  calculated  property  tax  rate  for  Classes  2  through  4  of  the  real 
property  tax,  which  has  had  some  history,  and  the  law  is  very  clear 
there.  The  pain  is  going  to  be  a  little  differently  distributed.  But 
it  has  had  that  history. 

The  answer  is,  I  have  a  Plan  B,  if  needed. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  have  got  to  sell  it.  It  is  going  to  be  easier  to  sell 
if  Plan  A  goes  down. 

Mr.  Clarke.  I  might  have  to. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you. 

I  have  no  more  questions  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Bonilla. 

TOURISTS  perception  OF  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Bonilla.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Out  in  the  heartland, 
non-District  of  Columbia  residents  have  a  love-hate  relationship 
with  the  District  of  Columbia.  They  love  to  come  here  on  their  va- 
cations and  go  home  and  love  trashing  the  city  because  of  a  percep- 
tion— ^whether  it  reflects  reality  is  another  issue — that  the  city  is 
in  shambles. 

Oftentimes  when  questions  pop  up  in  far,  remote  places  in  Amer- 
ica— I  am  sure  it  happens  to  Members  on  this  committee  and  Mem- 
bers who  are  not  on  this  committee — what  do  we  tell  them?  If  you 
could  give  me  a  succinct  message  to  answer  questions  that  come 
from  people  at  town  meetings  and  as  Members  are  walking  door  to 
door,  what  message  could  I  take  to  them  from  you  that  shoots 
down  the  perception  that  it  is  a  city  that  is  in  shambles  and  really 
is  trying  to  do  the  right  thing? 

When  you  made  your  presentation  this  morning,  for  example, 
you  made  some  very  good  points.  But  we  have  to  be  able  to  carry 
that  message  as  well,  as  representatives,  back  into  our  neighbor- 
hoods. 

DISTRUST  OF  GOVERNMENT 

Mayor  KELLY.  If  I  may  make  an  observation  before  responding, 
if  I  might,  Mr.  Bonilla,  I  think  we  live  in  a  time  when  there  is  sus- 
picion about  everything  connected  with  government  or  public  offi- 
cials. I  think  the  presumption  is  often  against  us  in  this  era. 
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PROGRESS  MADE  BY  DISTRICT 

But  having  said  that,  I  think  that  the  District  of  Columbia,  up 
against  some  extraordinary  odds,  having  inherited  some  very  sig- 
nificant problems,  and  having  very  limited  authority  over  her  own 
wealth,  has  been  able  to  reverse  some  pretty  devastating  trends  in 
the  last  three  years. 

SERVICE  IMPROVEMENTS 

When  I  arrived  in  office,  people  had  to  pray  over  whether  you 
would  respond  in  the  snow.  We  have  been  able  to  automate  that 
and  bring  in  some  quality  teams  to  improve  the  team,  the  training 
and  the  like,  so  we  could  respond  to  the  snow. 

You  know  and  everybody  knows,  it  took  you  forever  just  to  get 
a  driver's  permit.  We  have  been  able  to  improve  on  that.  We  have 
been  able  to  improve  on  the  environment  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, whether  it  is  recycling,  whether  it  is  removing  a  half  million 
tons  of  debris  out  of  the  Anacostia  River  or  planting  10,000  trees. 
We  have  had  a  tough  ice  storm,  we  have  been  able  to  repair  roads 
far  more  effectively. 

But  in  the  area  that  matters  most  to  me,  among  them,  emer- 
gency medical  service,  we  have  been  able  to  improve  the  emergency 
ambulance  system,  better  training  and  life-support  systems  on  the 
ambulance  system. 

Immunization  rates  were  at  a  disgraceful  level.  We  have  now 
been  able  to  improve  that  significantly  such  that  we  were  recog- 
nized by  UNICEF  as  one  of  the  better  cities  in  the  world. 

The  infant  mortality  rate  was  notorious  for  always  going  up. 
Now,  the  infant  mortality  rate  is  finally  moving  in  the  right  direc- 
tion as  a  result  of  a  lot  of  prenatal  activities  and  advance  out  in 
the  community  as  well. 

Foster  care  was  totally  in  a  shambles,  and  great  improvements 
have  been  made  there.  There  are  no  more  border  babies  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  We  have  some  quality  initiatives  in  partnership 
with  the  schools. 

And  I  must  say,  the  schools  are  moving  in  a  very  positive  direc- 
tion. They  are  moving  to  improving  the  standards  for  the  partner- 
ship with  the  executive  branch,  the  Parents  United,  the  PTAs  and 
the  like.  We  are  working  in  partnership  to  get  the  guns  out  of  the 
schools,  a  problem  not  endemic  to  the  District,  but  all  across  Amer- 
ica. We  were  one  of  the  first  ones  out  there  on  the  point. 

We  have  got  preschool  programs  and  after-school  programs  as 
well,  and  improving,  again,  our  health  care,  in  partnership  with 
our  schools.  We  are  no  longer  bickering  back  and  forth.  We  are 
working  as  allies  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  of  our  children. 

We  stepped  up  as  probably  one  of  the  trailblazers  on  the  AIDS 
initiative  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  other  health  initiatives. 
We  have  many  examples  of  how  we  are  turning  the  comer  under 
some  very  difficult  circumstances.  In  terms  of  improving  the  qual- 
ity of  life,  I  think  there  is  much  you  can  say  about  what  is  going 
well  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  It  sounds  like  you  are  happy  with  the  way  things 
are  going. 


99 


INHERITED  PROBLEMS 


Mayor  Kelly.  I  am  never  happy.  I  am  a  native  Washingtonian. 
We  inherited  a  major  problem.  We  are  making  strides,  but  we  have 
a  lot  more  to  do.  But  we  have  made  progress. 


CONFIDENCE  IN  GOVERNMENT 

The  thing  that  concerns  me  the  most  is  that  with  all  this  con- 
stant environment  where  everybody  sort  of  focuses  on  the  stagger- 
ing nature  of  the  problem,  I  don't  want  our  citizens,  either  here  or 
any  other  place  in  America,  to  lose  faith  in  the  fact  that  we  can 
turn  the  comer. 

COMMITMENT  TO  CHANGE 

Now,  those  who  preceded  us  took  many  years  to  make  an  invest- 
ment so  that  we  might  have  a  better  quality  of  life.  Unfortunately, 
for  a  period  of  time  in  our  society,  we  did  not  do  that.  But  now  we 
are  trying  to  get  back  to  the  basics  again. 

And  part  of  the  basics  is  having  the  consistency  of  commitment, 
not  expecting  quick  fixes  overnight,  but  trying  to  turn  that 
steamliner  around,  and  I  think  we  are  doing  that. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  One  of  the  points  you  touched  often,  I  couldn't 
agree  with  you  more,  people  are  initially  very  suspicious  of  govern- 
ment. We  deal  with  that  ourselves  every  day  here  in  Congress.  And 
in  trying  to  fix  that  problem,  you  have  always  let  people  know 
what  you  are  doing  in  a  positive  sense,  in  some  cases,  doing  things 
that  created  the  perception  that,  yes,  action  is  being  taken. 

EMBASSY  PARKING  TICKETS 

One  of  the  things,  about  a  year  ago,  that  czime  up,  was  the  Dis- 
trict's initiative  in  tr3dng  to  recover  some  of  the  unpaid  parking 
tickets  received  by  employees  of  foreign  embassies.  The  amounts 
were  incredibly  high,  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars. 

Although  that  is  not  by  any  means  a  cure-all  for  any  financial 

Eroblem,  I  think  if  something  like  that  were  pursued,  there  would 
e  a  perception  that  there  are  some  aggressive  measures  being 
taken.  Again,  just  in  a  symbolic  way,  it  would  help  tremendously. 

What  happened  to  that  initiative  last  year? 

Mayor  I^LLY.  I  know  we  worked  with  the  State  Department.  Of 
course,  you  know,  we  can't  do  it  without  the  State  Department. 
That  is  beyond  our  purview.  I  think  we  have  been  able  to  have 
some  measure  of  success. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  We  have,  and  the  support  of  this  Committee  was 
very  important  to  do  that.  I  would  say  it  is  mostly  still  accounts 
receivable,  Mr.  Bonilla.  There  has  been  modest  action  on  cash  pay- 
ment. 

Mr,  Bonilla.  What  is  the  overall  total  then  that  you  have  recov- 
ered? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Hang  on. 

Mr.  Clarke.  Both  your  constituents  and  mine  are  well  aware  of 
the  vigor  of  the  city  government  in  enforcing  the  parking  regula- 
tions. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  am  told  that  about  $7  million  of  parking  tickets 
have  been  issued  and  are  outstanding.  We  do  not — we  would  like, 
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but  do  not  count  on  receiving  anything  near  that.  Our  efforts  have 
been  in  actual  cash  collections,  and  as  I  say,  they  are  modest,  I 
think  less  than  $100,000. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  That  is  a  significant  amount  of  money,  $7  million. 
I  would  just  encourage  you  to  continue  your  initiative. 

PUBLIC  HOUSING 

The  other  thing  I  would  like  to  mention,  there  was  an  article  in 
one  of  the  morning  newspapers  about  the  Housing  Authority.  I 
think  the  quote  was,  "Worst  in  the  Nation." 

In  light  of  not  wanting  to  be  one  who  wants  to  micromanage  £iny- 
thing  for  the  District  of  Columbia — I  am  not  advocating  that  at 
all — ^but  what  should  Congress  do  if  anything  about  this  situation 
to  improve  it? 

PARTNERSHIP  WITH  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT/PUBLIC  HOUSING 

Mayor  Kelly.  Allow  us  to  proceed  with  the  partnership  that  I 
think  will  be  very  constructive  in  allowing  us  to  do  it  a  lot  faster. 
We  have  been  able  to  rehabilitate  about  3,000  units,  but  much  of 
the  housing  stock  was  in  great  trouble.  Even  though  3,000  is  a  de- 
cided improvement,  we  must  make  strides  in  terms  of  improving 
security  at  some  of  our  complexes,  it  is  still  not  enough,  as  fast  as 
the  problem  grows. 

I  am  very,  very  appreciative  of  the  partnership  with  Secretary 
Cisneros.  I  think  it  is  by  the  local  Department  of  Public  and  As- 
sisted Housing  working  in  partnership  with  HUD,  because  there 
are  two  levels  of  government  bureaucracy  that  have  now  been  con- 
solidated into  a  partnership  so  that  we  can  move  faster,  we  can 
break  ground  on  Ellen  Wilson  and  East  Gate  and  Sheraton  and  the 
like. 

And  I  think  to  allow  us  to  proceed  on  that  without  any  impedi- 
ments to  it  would  be  very  much  welcomed  and  would  allow  us  to 
really  make  even  greater  strides  that  much  faster. 

Mr.  Bonilla.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Durbin. 

Opening  Remarks  of  Congressman  Durbin 

Mr.  Durbin.  Thank  you.  Mayor,  Mr.  Clarke.  I  am  sorry  I  had  to 
step  out  to  another  hearing.  We  are  glad  we  have  the  chance  to  get 
together  here  today. 

public  housing/corruption 

I  would  like  to  follow  up  on  Mr.  Bonilla's  question.  There  have 
been,  beyond  the  obvious  management  question,  the  expansion  of 
housing,  there  have  been  some  allegations  of  rather  significant  cor- 
ruption in  the  administration  of  D.C.  housing  programs.  Now  this 
comment  from  the  Inspector  General  about  the  worst  run  Housing 
Authority  in  the  United  States,  frankly,  is  saying  something. 

I  look  at  this  and  say,  you  need  more  than  a  broom,  you  need 
more  than  a  shovel.  You  may  need  a  bulldozer  here.  How  do  you 
restore  public  confidence  in  the  administration  of  housing  programs 
before  we  embark  on  additional  construction  and  new  ideas?  How 
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do  you  convince  not  only  Members  of  Congress  but,  more  impor- 
tantly, the  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia  that  these  pro- 
grams are  going  to  be  managed  honestly  Eind  fairly? 

INVESTIGATING  CORRUPTION  IN  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT 

Mayor  Kelly.  Part  of  cleaning  house  has  got  to  be  to  ferret  out 
corruption.  And  I  was  very  quick  to  forge  a  partnership  with  the 
FBI  and  other  Federal  authorities,  because  you  have  got  to  have 
evidence  to  come  after  that  corruption  that  existed  in  our  govern- 
ment. 

It  took  them  a  while  to  get  the  evidence  they  needed,  but  I  am 
not  one  to  walk  away  from  an  issue,  Congressman,  and  therefore 
we  have  come  after  corruption  in  our  Police  Department,  Depart- 
ment of  Corrections,  Public  Works,  as  well  as  in  the  Department 
of  Public  and  Assisted  Housing,  and  wherever  we  find  it,  we  are 
going  to  expose  it  and  go  after  it. 

And  so  we  will  continue,  and  we  think  by — once  you  apprehend 
any  number  of  individuals,  then  those  witnesses  become  effective 
witnesses  for  allowing  us  to  ferret  out  additional  corruption  that 
may  exist. 

PUBLIC  HOUSING  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  But  in  addition  to  ferreting  out  wrongdoers,  are  we 
talking  about  additional  problems  in  how  the  Housing  Authority  is 
supervised  or  how  people  are  hired  to  manage  it?  Are  you  dealing 
with  people  who  are  professional  in  nature  who  can  be  coached  and 
schooled  to  do  a  better  job?  Or  is  there  something  more  fundamen- 
tal and  basic  here? 

Mayor  KELLY.  I  think,  unfortunately,  anjrtime  you  have  a  bu- 
reaucracy, you  have  the  risk,  as  we  have  seen  unfortunately  in 
many  instances  in  our  country,  the  potential  of  corruption.  What 
you  have  got  to  have  is  resolve  and  the  will  to  go  after  it,  and  if 
people  know  you  are  going  to  hold  them  accountable,  that  goes  a 
long  way  to  chilling  the  potential  of  any  additional  corruption.  But 
on  the  management  question  and  the  training  question,  no,  we 
need  to  continue  to  do  training. 

PROBLEMS  INHERITED  FROM  PREVIOUS  ADMINISTRATION 

Let  me  just  finish,  if  I  might.  There  was  no  training  in  this  gov- 
ernment. None.  There  were  no  job  descriptions  in  this  government. 
None.  No  mission  statements.  None.  No  automation.  None.  And 
when  you  have  a  massive  government  in  desperate  need  of  it  and 
you  look  like  you  have  walked  through  the  door  in  a  time  warp, 
you  have  got  to  begin  to  prioritize  where  you  can  put  that  effort. 

ESTABLISHING  PRIORITIES 

I  will  be  candid  with  you.  I  put  the  effort  in  public  safety,  pro- 
grams for  children,  and  Public  Works,  because  it  is  the  universal 
provider  of  services  for  everybody,  whether  you  live  here  or  not. 
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PARTNERSHIP  WITH  HUD  RE:  PUBLIC  HOUSING 

But  at  the  same  time,  with  the  partnership  we  have  at  HUD, 
that  is  very  much  a  part  of  it,  both  training  as  well  as  strengthen- 
ing the  management  team  so  that  we  can  do  more  faster. 

NONPARTISAN  OVERSIGHT  OF  HOUSING  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  suppose  beyond  ferreting  out  wrongdoers,  beyond 
increased  training,  I  am  asking  whether  there  is  something  more 
basic  here,  whether  or  not  we  are  talking  about  a  system  in  place 
in  this  city  for  the  supervision  and  management  of  the  housing  pro- 
grams that  needs  to  be  reassessed,  whether  there  is  need  for  a  blue 
ribbon,  nonpartisan  approach  to  this  to  try  to  bring  some  profes- 
sionalism wnere  it  has  often  been  lacking. 

IMPROVING  LEVEL  OF  PROFESSIONALISM  IN  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  think  the  professionalism  is  very  much  at  hand 
throughout  this  government  now,  although  we  have  to  do  it  in  in- 
cremental stages,  Mr.  Durbin,  I  really  do  believe  that  and  that  is 
why  I  welcome  the  assistance  of  HTJD.  I  do  think  they  do  bring 
that  professionalism  and  skill. 

And  I  might  also  add,  we  are  also  contracting  with  outside  pro- 
fessiongds  as  a  part  of  this  executive  committee  who  bring  that  ex- 
pertise to  bear.  So  that  expertise  is  very  much  a  part  of  the  equa- 
tion of  this  new  partnership  with  HUD. 

FORM  OF  GOVERNMENT  FOR  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Durbin.  Let  me  switch  to  another  area.  You  used  the  word 
in  your  opening  statement  "peculiar"  in  relation  to  the  District  of 
Columbia.  I  think  it  is  an  apt  word.  In  our  history  it  has  been  used 
to  describe  a  lot  of  different  things.  This  is  certainly  a  peculiar 
form  of  government. 

Harkening  back  to  an  earlier  question  from  Mr.  Bonilla,  we  have 
no  one  to  blzime  on  Capitol  Hill  but  ourselves  for  creating  this. 

We  have  created  with  it  some  intrinsic  problems  which  you  have 
described  in  detail.  I  am  one  of  the  150,  I  believe,  who  voted  for 
statehood  for  the  District. 

Ms.  Norton.  153. 

Mr.  Durbin.  I  knew  she  would  correct  me  if  I  missed.  Thank  you. 
Delegate  Norton. 

STATUS  OF  DISTRICT 

I  would  have  to  say  that  this  is  not  a  popular  stand  where  I  live, 
but  I  think  it  is  the  right  thing.  Yet  I  am  puzzled  when  I  hear  that 
people  who  are  wearing  51  with  a  star  in  it  are  now  asking  to  be 
treated  like  a  territory. 

C£in  you  explain  to  me  what  the  thinking  is  here?  Are  we  on  the 
road  to  statehood,  on  the  road  to  territorial  status?  What  is  the 
game  plan  here? 

Mayor  Kelly.  The  game  plan  is  very  much  in  my  mind  ulti- 
mately statehood  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  But  going  back  to 
the  question  that  prompted  all  of  this,  and  indeed  the  analysis  that 
was  done  in  the  papers  that  has  prompted  many  of  the  questions 
that  mamy  of  you  have,  we  know  that  until  such  time  as  we  get 
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statehood — which  I  hope  is  soon — we  have  got  to  have  financial  in- 
centives as  well  to  reverse  the  trend  of  a  diminishing  tax  base  and 
a  growing  needy  population. 

Now,  we  recognize  that  this  is  a  trend  that  exists  in  many  urban 
cities  throughout  America,  but  our  situation  is  exacerbated  100-fold 
by  the  structural  limitations  of  the  District.  Now,  I  guess  in  some 
ways  the  options  which  have  not  come  from  me,  most  of  those  op- 
tions you  have  heard  offered  up  have  been  offered  up  by  members 
of  the  private  sector  who  are  equally  concerned  about  this  trend. 

That  if  indeed  it  is  not  immediate,  that  the  District  would  have 
the  same  taxing  authority  as  any  other  District  in  America  to  tax 
as  a  source  of  the  income  to  rachet  down  the  unit  rate  and  thereby 
reverse  the  trend  of  loss  to  the  tax  base.  A  number  of  other  possi- 
bilities would  be  one  that  has  been  offered  up  by  some  members 
of  the  private  sector,  was  a  tax  haven,  others  have  suggested  dif- 
ferent types  of  tax  credits. 

PARTNERSHIP  WITH  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

All  of  that  is  being  looked  at,  to  be  explored.  We  hope  to  be  in 
a  partnership  with  the  Federal  executive  branch,  the  legislative 
branch,  to  look  at  options,  that  is  all,  look  at  options,  and  these  are 
options  that  are  being  bandied  about  as  a  way  to  reverse  what  is 
inevitably  going  to  exacerbate  the  problem  in  years  out,  the  grow- 
ing needy  population  and  not  enough  tax  base. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  TERRITORIAL  STATUS 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  would  like  to  meet  with  some  people  who  have 
given  some  thought  to  this,  because  it  strikes  me  that  seeking  ter- 
ritorial treatment  creates  a  chasm  that  can  never  be  bridged.  If  you 
exempt  the  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia  from  Federal  tax- 
ation so  that  you  can  increase  local  taxes  on  them,  certainly  the 
prospect  of  statehood  which  would  add  Federal  taxes  to  that  bur- 
den would  drive  even  more  people  from  the  District  of  Columbia, 
which  would  just  aggravate  your  problem. 

So  as  I  see  it — I  understand  your  desperation  and  effort  to  find 
revenue — ^but  in  terms  of  the  long-term  goal  of  statehood,  this 
strikes  me  as  counterproductive. 

TAXPAYER  RETENTION  INCENTIVES 

Mayor  Kelly.  Can  I  just  speak  to  that,  if  I  might?  I  am  not  pro- 
posing a  territory.  I  am  simply  suggesting  these  are  options  that 
are  being  looked  at.  I  don't  believe  any  of  the  options  are  with  a 
view  of  just  capturing  revenues. 

I  think  that  is  so  much  of  why  there  is  a  misperception  about 
what  we  perceive  to  be  the  problem.  It  isn't  just  a  question  of  cap- 
turing revenues.  It  is  a  question  of  offering  financial  incentives  so 
that  that  tax  base,  not  only  do  you  stop  losing  it,  but  you  have  the 
capacity  to  attract  it  back. 

There  is  little  question  that  this  is — in  our  capitalist  system,  you 
have  got  to  be  able  to  offer  financial  incentives.  And  with  the  lim- 
ited authority  that  we  have,  we  have  got  to  work  out  an  arrange- 
ment with  the  Federal  Grovemment  to  enhance  our  ability  to  offer 
those  financial  incentives  that  will  draw  that  tax  base  back,  be- 
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cause  it  affects  the  quality  of  life  if  we  continue  under  this  trend, 
as  well  as  cost.  And  so  I  would  welcome  that  dialogue,  because  it 
is  not  about  territory,  as  I  understand  those  who  have  offered  the 
option. 

It  is  certainly  not  from  my  vantage  point.  Nor  is  it  about  just  a 
desperate  way  to  capture  revenues.  Quite  the  contrary.  It  is  a  way 
to  provide  financial  incentives  to  draw  that  tax  base  back  and 
begin  to  balance  out  our  community  in  a  way  that  is  much 
healthier. 

MEDICAID  REIMBURSEMENT  RATE 

Mr.  DURBIN.  One  last  question — it  may  be  elementary  but  I  have 
to  ask  it — ^what  is  the  rate  of  reimbursement  for  medicaid  ex- 
penses, the  Federal  reimbursement  in  the  District  of  Columbia? 

Mayor  Kelly.  Fifty  percent. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  It  is  the  lowest  rate. 

Mayor  Kelly.  Yes. 

FLAWED  REIMBURSEMENT  FORMULA 

Mr.  DURBIN.  That  is  incredible.  It  is  the  same  in  my  state.  It  is 
a  formula  that  needs  to  be  changed.  It  was  devised  30  years  ago 
based  on  flawed  thinking  about  per  capita  income.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  the  President's  statements  the  day  before  yesterday  in  New 
York  will  occasion  a  national  debate  about  this  reimbursement  for- 
mula, which  will  mean  a  lot  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  like  some 
of  the  bills  you  are  wrestling  with. 

WELFARE  REFORM 

Secondly,  is  the  District  of  Columbia  involved  now  in  any  type 
of  environmental  or  waiver  programs  relative  to  welfare  reform? 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  know  one  of  our  council  members,  one  of  the 
committees  is  looking  at  some  reforms  in  that  area. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  States  are  trying  some  new  ideas.  Certainly  with 
the  statistics  you  have  quoted,  one  out  of  six  on  food  stamps,  my 
other  subcommittee  funds  the  food  stamp  program.  Nationally,  it 
is  one  out  of  ten.  So  I  think  that  gives  an  idea  of  what  you  are  up 
against  here,  one  small  statistic. 

I  would  just  encourage  that  if  you  think  there  is  something 
promising  that  needs  to  be  tried,  that  the  District  attempt  some 
sort  of  waiver  from  Federal  regulation  to  address  some  aspect  of 
this,  whether  it  relates  to  food  stamps  or  some  other  area. 

PURSUE  INNOVATIVE  INITIATIVESAVIC 

I  was  in  Chicago  two  days  ago.  Our  subcommittee  also  funds  the 
WIC  program.  We  are  now  opening  up  WIC  food  centers  where 
mothers  and  fathers  with  children  can  go  in  a  safe,  secure  atmos- 
phere and  have  their  WIC  coupons  redeemed  for  quality  merchan- 
dise, have  the  kids  watched  in  the  meantime,  and  workers  at  these 
food  centers  are  actual  WIC  recipients  who  get  on-the-job  training 
and  then  go  into  supermarkets  and  get  real  jobs. 

All  of  this  is  at  no  cost  to  the  Federal  government.  All  of  these 
things  could  be  applied  to  the  District.  I  hope  there  are  forces  with- 
in your  government  who  are  looking  at  those  options. 
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Mayor  Kelly.  We  would  be  interested  in  following  up  on  it. 
Thank  you  very  much. 
Mr.  DURBIN.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  DELEGATE  NORTON 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let  me  indicate  that  the  Delegate  from  the  District, 
Ms.  Norton,  has  joined  us,  and  I  will  ask  her  at  some  appropriate 
time  if  there  are  any  comments  she  wants  to  make. 

PENSION  REFORM  LEGISLATION 

I  certainly  join  with  her  in  the  concern  over  the  unfunded  pen- 
sion liability  and  legislation  that  may  correct  the  problem.  I  think 
she  is  working  very  hard  at  it,  and  I  have  pledged  to  her  that 
whatever  we  can  do  to  help,  we  will. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  UNFUNDED  PENSION  LIABILITY  AND  DEFERRAL  OF 

PENSION  PAYMENT 

But  I  don't  see  a  direct  correlation  between  the  unfunded  pension 
liability  and  the  failure  of  the  District  this  year  to  pay  its  full  pen- 
sion contributions.  The  two  have  always  been  brought  together, 
and  I  read  where  people  say  "If  we  could  just  get  rid  of  this  un- 
funded pension  liability,  our  financial  problems  would  be  solved." 
I  am  with  you,  but  I  don't  see  any  correlation  between  the  un- 
funded pension  liability,  which  is  serious  and  which  we  are  work- 
ing on,  and  the  ability  or  lack  of  ability  of  the  District  to  pay  its 
full  pension  obligations  this  year. 

So  if  there  is  a  correlation,  now  is  the  opportunity  to  explain  that 
correlation  to  me,  because  I  have  read — every  time  I  see  it  or  read 
it,  the  statement  is,  "If  we  can  just  get  rid  of  this  unfunded  pension 
liability,"  as  if  that  would  relieve  you  of  the  pension  payments  the 
District  is  required  to  make  this  year. 

Mayor  Kelly.  There  is  no  correlation,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  There  is  no  correlation?  Okay. 

Mr.  Clarke.  I  did  say  part  of  the  Council's  effort  of  restoring  to 
the  budget  the  pension  monies  for  this  year  was  in  recognition  of 
the  legislation  pending  up  here;  it  wouldn't  bode  well  for  the  legis- 
lation up  here  if  we  weren't  paying  our  annual  payments.  And  that 
way  I  made  the  connection.  But  nowhere  did  any  member  of  the 
City  Council  ever  say  that  the  situation  with  respect  to  the  un- 
funded pension  liability,  which  we  don't  take  credit  for,  warrants 
our  making  the  situation  worse. 

Mayor  Kelly.  But  it  certainly,  while  it  never  will  be  a  cure-all 
by  any  means,  it  certainly  exacerbates  an  already  difficult  situation 
by  having  to  meet  that  obligation,  and  a  growing  obligation,  with 
no  structural  fix  and  reform  to  it  exacerbates  it,  that  is  all. 

CASH  FLOW  PROJECTIONS 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  that  part  I  do  agree  with. 

Ms.  O'Connor,  as  I  understand  it  from  notes,  not  a  report,  but 
notes  that  I  have  received  from  GAO,  your  cash  flow  projections 
are  based  on  a  concept  of  pooled  cash  and  investments. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  First,  would  you  tell  me  what  compromises  the  Dis- 
trict's pool,  just  the  pool. 

POOLED  CASH 

Ms.  O'Connor.  The  pool  is  comprised  of  all  of  the  operating  dol- 
lars in  the  District,  the  cash  from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund,  for 
example,  the  cash  from  the  UDC  Fund,  the  cash  when  we  have  it 
from  the  hospital,  as  well  as  the  cash  from  the  Greneral  Fund.  This 
practice  of  pooling  cash  is  the  norm  in  states  and  local  govern- 
ments, and  we  work  very  closely  with  the  National  Association  of 
State  Treasurers  to  use  in  their  standards  as  we  conduct  this  pool- 
ing. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Are  capital  funds  included  in  the  pool? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  No,  they  are  not,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dexon.  What  other  funds  are  excluded? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  A  thing  called  agency  and  trust  funds.  When,  for 
example,  someone  would  leave  money,  say,  to  a  specific  program  in 
youth  services  for  a  dedicated  purpose — ^you  are  probably  familiar 
with  this  sort  of  thing — that  cash  is  not  included.  It  is  very  small. 

FINANCIAL  CONDITION  OF  WATER  AND  SEWER  FUND 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  you  mentioned  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dexon.  My  notes  say  that  current  projections  show  that  the 
Water  and  Sewer  Fund  will  have  a  negative  cash  flow  balance  in 
the  near  future.  In  your  FY  1992  supplemental,  you  transferred 
$28.3  million  from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  to  the  general  fund. 
Now,  at  the  time  that  that  was  done,  Ms.  O'Connor,  you  said  there 
was  a  substantial  surplus.  Is  the  projected  negative  cash  flow  bal- 
ance the  result  of  the  drawdown  of  the  $28.3  million? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  No,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Can  you  explain  that  to  me?  It  seems  to  me  if  the 
$28.3  million  had  been  left  in  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund,  there 
wouldn't  be  a  projected  negative  cash  flow  balance  at  this  time. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  The  instant 

Mr.  Dixon.  Or  at  least  in  part. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  The  instant  reason  for  the  drawdown  by  Water 
and  Sewer  is  that  as  they  look  forward  to  fiscal  year  1995,  they  are 
planning  on  paying  out  in  cash  about  $20  million  more  than  they 
will  receive  in  cash.  They  had  a  savings  account,  if  you  will,  re- 
tained earnings,  accumulated  positive  balances,  and  they  will  be 
drawing  down  on  that  accumulation. 

Even  with  the  drawdown,  they  are  left  in  the  black,  they  are  still 
in  positive  shape. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  they  will  not  be  in  a  negative  cash  flow  basis  for 
some  time  to  come. 

CASH  BALANCE — ^WATER  AND  SEWER  FUND 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Right.  If  you  take  account  of  where  they  are 
starting  from,  they  are  starting  with  about  $70  million,  I  think, 
cash  in  their  pocket.  It  will  wind  up,  as  a  result  of  the  action  you 
are  describing,  with  $50  million  in  their  pocket.  They  are  still 
ahead.  They  are  just  not  as  ahead  as  they  were. 
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FINANCIAL  CONDITION  OF  DISTRICT  DISGUISED 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  finally — and  I  will  go  around  to  Members  for  a 
second  round  of  questions,  and  then  call  on  Ms.  Norton — ^Madam 
Mayor  and  Chairman  David  Clarke,  and  your  chief  financial  officer, 
I  am  concerned  about  two  things.  One  is  that  the  budget  that 
comes  up  here  is  on  an  accrual  basis  and  does  not  accurately  reflect 
the  actual  financial  status  of  the  District;  and  two,  that  there  is  be- 
ginning to  be,  once  again,  a  pattern  of  increased  short-term  borrow- 
ing from  year  to  year,  and  I  wonder  where  it  finally  just  comes  to 
a  breaking  point,  where  you  can't  borrow  short  term  any  more. 

SHORT-TERM  BORROWING 

I  have  the  prospectus  for  your  $200  million  TRANS,  and  the  doc- 
ument shows  that  each  year  from  1986  to  1988  your  short-term 
borrowing  was  $150  million  each  year.  In  1989  and  1990,  there  was 
$250  million  borrowed.  In  1991 — that  is  when  there  was  a  real 
crunch,  surgical — ^you  borrowed  $300  million.  And  then,  as  I  recall, 
eQI  of  your  local  revenues  had  to  be  impounded  or  escrowed  to 
repay  the  borrowings  and  nothing  was  left  to  pay  the  regular  bills. 

Then  you  borrowed  the  long-term,  $331.6  million  in  September 
1991.  And  in  1992  and  1993,  there  was  in  fact  no  short-term  bor- 
rowing, because  I  can  see  now  that  the  $331.6  million  was  carrying 
you  through  those  years  until  you  overspent  $276  million.  And  then 
in  1994,  this  year,  the  short-term  borrowing  is  $200  million.  So  it 
is  starting  back  up,  and  your  1995  budget  projects  short  term  bor- 
rowings of  $250  million.  And,  I  don't  know  what  1996  and  1997  are 
going  to  hold. 

FUTURE  BORROWING  NEEDS 

Assuming — ^which  I  think  is  not  a  safe  assumption — but  assum- 
ing that  local  District  revenues  are  flat  for  a  while,  and  assuming 
there  is  not  a  substantial  increase  in  the  Federal  payment,  based 
on  the  existing  formula — and  we  can't  speculate  about  any  formula 
in  the  future — how  long  can  the  District  continue  on  this  pattern? 

And  that  is  simply  what  I  am  asking.  What  is  the  opinion?  And 
this  is  not  to  lay  it  at  anyone's  administration. 

Mayor  Kelly.  No,  it  is  something  that  was  predicted  by,  again, 
Rivlin  before  certainly  I  came  into  office.  Although  I  appreciate  it 
is  not  being  laid  at  anyone's  doorstep,  if  those  trends  continue,  par- 
ticularly the  enormous  erosion  of  the  tax  base  and  the  growth  of 
a  needy  population,  a  point  of  reckoning  will  occur. 

We  are  doing  everything  within  our  control  to  cut  costs.  But 
again,  I  do  say  that  Rivlin  suggested  we  had  to  also  come  up  with 
some  type  of  selective  reforms  that  would  allow  us,  at  least  allow 
us  to  begin  to  reverse  some  of  those  trends,  because  we  are  at  a 
point  to  cut  deeper,  unless  of  course  the  Federal  government 
changes  its  rules  with  respect  to  mandated  payments,  again,  rec- 
ognizing those  are  normally  state  functions,  but  those  mandated 
payments,  those  have  been  visited  on  the  Federal  system  that  we 
have  to  honor. 
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INITIATIVES  TO  CONTROL  SPENDING 

I  might  add,  the  same  thing  is  true  with  our  correctional  facili- 
ties, not  only  that,  any  number  of  court  orders  that  we  therefore 
have  to  honor.  Not  to  say  we  aren't  going  to  be  eager  about  trjdng 
to  reverse  some  of  these  trends.  I  do  believe  that  it  requires  a  con- 
tinuation of  trjdng  to  do  things  that  we  have  been  doing,  including 
taking  D.C.  Greneral  Hospital  under  the  fold,  continuing  to  stream- 
line as  we  have  done,  but  it  also  means  that  we  have  got  to  visit 
some  other  issues.  There  is  little  question  that  it  poses  a  problem 
in  the  not  too  distant  future. 

WALL  STREET  PRESSURE  ON  DISTRICT  TO  ISSUE  RECOVERY  BONDS 

I  do  want  to  mention  one  thing,  just  by  way  of  an  aside,  because 
I  think  there  has  been  some  confusion  about  it.  The  Greneral  Fund 
Deficit  Recovery  Fund  bonds,  again,  were  sought  by  us  because  the 
financial  markets  asked  us  to  seek  it  in  truth  to  improve  our  finan- 
cial integrity  because  it  had  never  been  addressed,  although  it  had 
been  visited  upon  us. 

Mr.  DixON.  You  are  referring  to  the  $331.6  million  12-year 
bonds? 

Mayor  Kelly.  That  is  correct.  All  of  that  money  was  used  to  pay 
those  accounts  that  were  outstanding.  Coincidentally,  because 
there  wasn't  the  same  pressure  on  the  cash,  the  same  pressure  on 
the  cash  that  there  was  in  years  past,  because  there  never  had 
been  an  effort  to  discharge  that  debt,  there  was  a  surplus  of  cash 
of  approximately  the  same  amount. 

I  am  speaking  in  conceptual  strokes  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  because 
I  think 

Mr.  DrxON.  I  understand  that.  You  slightly  misspoke. 

Mayor  Kelly.  Those  two  concepts  get  blurred.  I  want  to  be  clear 
that  the  District  of  Columbia  assumed  the  debt  that  had  been 
given  us  at  a  cost  of  $40  million  a  year.  The  District  of  Columbia, 
by  so  doing,  ended  up  with  not  the  same  stress  on  its  cash  as  it 
had  been  in  years  past.  But  as  those  trends  continue,  the  growth 
in  the  needy  population,  the  exodus  of  the  revenue  generating  pop- 
ulation, little  question  that  the  problem  continued  to  develop. 

NECESSITY  TO  CUT  BUDGET  FURTHER 

Had  we  not  made  the  substantial  cuts,  had  we  not  dealt  with  the 
reforms  that  we  have  been  dealing  with,  we  clearly  would  have 
been  in  a  totally  compromised  position  by  now.  We  have  been  able 
to  forestall  what  Rivlin  would  have  argued  was  the  inevitable  by 
making  these  steps.  It  requires  all  of  the  things  that  Rivlin  rec- 
ommended. 

CREDIT  MARKETS  REACTION  TO  BORROWING 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  offer  one  comment,  one 
response  to  your  question.  The  credit  markets  actually  asked  the 
same  question  as  you  asked. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Probably  much  better  than  I  did. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Well,  no,  and  they  are  satisfied  that  as  long  as 
our  budgets  are  balanced  and  our  results  each  year  for  the  last 
three  years  is  that  they  are,  that  cash  borrowing  of  and  by  itself 
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is  not  a  bad  thing.  The  District  isn't  even  in  the  top  10  of  cash  bor- 
rowing governments  in  the  United  States. 

[Clerk's  note. — See  May  21,  1991  testimony  of  Franklin  Raines, 
Mayor  Kelly's  Financial  Adviser,  who  stated  as  follows:] 

Mr.  Raines.  I  can  tell  you  that  if  the  District  says  it  is  going  to  sell  more  short- 
term  notes,  that  means  it  is  having  another  deficit.  Everyone  here  ought  to  oppose 
it.  It  is  the  selling  of  additional  short-term  notes  after  these  bonds  are  sold  that  sig- 
nals when  you  are  having  deficits.  That's  why  I  think  the  chairman  (John  Wilson) 
was  saying,  no  more  of  that.  You  can't  have  any  more  short-term  notes. 

INDIVIDUAL  FINANCIAL  DOCUMENTS  MISLEADING 

The  other  point,  it  is  certainly  true  that  if  you  are  wondering 
about  the  District's  financial  condition,  you  need  to  look  at  more 
than  just  the  budget.  You  need  to  look  at  the  budget.  You  need  to 
look  at  the  cash  flows.  You  also  need  to  look  at  the  audited  state- 
ments from  previous  years. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Right. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  And  so  there  isn't  a  single  document  here  or  in- 
deed, Mr.  Chairman,  in  any  other  state,  county,  or  city  govern- 
ment. There  are  many  financial  reporting  tools  that  you  have  got 
to  take  a  look  at,  but  I  know  your  concern  is  that  raising  all  this 
cash  is  a  sign  of  financial  distress. 

BALANCED  BUDGETS  MISLEADING 

That  is  the  question  the  credit  rating  agencies  are  asking.  We 
show  them  how  our  budgets  are  bgdanced.  And  our  proof  is  that 
each  year  for  the  last  three  years,  on  September  30th  of  that  year, 
We  have  ended  in  the  black. 

[Clerk's  note. — ^What  is  not  stated  is  that  the  District  govern- 
ment (1)  overspent  over  a  3-year  period  (FY  1991,  FY  1992,  and  FY 
1993)  $276  million  in  general  fund  cash  (i.e.,  spent  $276  million 
more  in  general  fund  cash  than  was  collected  while  at  the  same 
time  submitting  "bal£inced  budgets"  on  the  "accrual"  basis  with 
year-end  audits  conducted  by  independent  auditors  showing  the 
city  ending  each  year  "in  the  black"  on  the  "GAAP"  or  accrual 
basis);  (2)  in  the  FY  1993  supplemental  property  tax  "revenues" 
(not  "cash")  of  $174  million  were  shifted  from  the  1st  quarter  of  FY 
1994  to  the  4th  quarter  of  FY  1993  which  allowed  the  District  to 
incur  additional  obligations  of  $174  million  with  no  cash  to  pay  for 
those  obligations  and  increase  the  "base"  for  the  formula  Federal 
payment  calculation  by  $180  million  that  translates  into  an  in- 
creased Federal  pa3rment  authorization  for  FY  1995  of  approxi- 
mately $42  million  (24%  of  $174  million)  (see  page  2350,  FY  1994 
D.C.  appropriations  hearings);  and  (3)  in  the  FY  1992  supplemental 
transferred  $28.3  million  from  the  Water  and  Sewer  Fund  to  the 
general  fund  which  resulted  in  a  one-time  windfall  to  the  general 
nind  and  the  acceleration  of  a  cash  shortfall  in  the  Water  and 
Sewer  Fund. 

[What  should  also  be  noted  is  that  at  least  three  accounting 
"techniques"  were  employed  to  "balance  the  budget"  for  fiscal  year 
1993  as  follows:  (1)  the  shift  in  the  property  tax  year  referred  to 
in  item  (2)  above  that  resulted  in  an  increase  of  $174  million  in 
"revenue"  for  operating  statement  purposes,  but  not  cash  to  the 
District's  bank  accounts;  (2)  to  cover  deficits  at  D.C.  Greneral  Hos- 
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pital,  the  general  fund  "loaned"  $17  million  to  the  Hospital  instead 
of  making  expenditure  pajnnents.  This  had  the  effect  of  keeping  the 
transaction  on  only  the  balance  sheet  of  the  general  fund  and  off 
the  operating  statement;  otherwise  the  amount  would  have  caused 
a  deficit  in  the  general  fund;  and  (3)  net  nonappropriated  revenues 
of  $21  million  were  used  to  balance  the  budget  even  though  they 
were  not  a  part  of  the  "balanced  budget"  approved  by  the  Council 
or  the  Congress. 

[If  the  three  accounting  techniques  which  total  $212  million  had 
not  been  used,  a  deficit  of  $204  million  would  have  been  reported 
for  fiscal  year  1993  instead  of  a  surplus  of  $8  million.] 

IMPACT  OF  FEDERAL  MANDATES 

Mayor  Kelly.  And  the  credit  rating  agencies  have  a  lot  of — what 
they  have  more  faith  in,  quite  frankly,  is  the  fact  that  we  keep  cut- 
ting our  costs.  But  there  are  costs  they  know  are  beyond  our  con- 
trol, and  those  are  the  Federally-mandated  costs  for  the  growing 
needy  population. 

HELP  WITH  FORMULA  FEDERAL  PAYMENT 

Mr.  Dixon.  Madam  Mayor,  you  mentioned  the  Rivlin  Commis- 
sion and  its  recommendations.  I  would  point  out  one  of  those  that 
has  been  critical  that  Ms.  Norton  had  carried  the  legislation  on  was 
in  fact  the  formula  for  the  Federal  payment.  I  guess  that  is  where 
we  have  a  difference,  Ellen. 

MASKING  OF  FINANCIAL  DISTRESS 

I  have  no  accounting  background,  but  I  don't  know  how  a  big  10 
or  big  six  auditing  firm  without  a  lot  of  arm  twisting  would  allow 
you  to  carry  accounts  receivables  going  back  to  1981.  And  what  I 
think  we  are  saying  is  that  the  District,  for  whatever  motivations, 
well  meaning,  serious  problems,  has  tried  to  put  makeup  on  them 
to  say  that  the  problems  aren't  there.  There  have  been  periods  of 
time  when  the  District  has  been  almost  out  of  money.  And  thank 
goodness  we  allowed  you  to  borrow  the  $331.6  million.  You  were 
down  to  the  short  strokes. 

At  the  time  you  borrowed  that  $331.6  million,  all  of  the  local 
cash  collections  had  to  be  escrowed  to  guarantee  the  payment  of 
the  $300  million  TRANS  that  you  had  borrowed,  and  you  needed 
the  $331.6  million  to  get  a  breath  of  fresh  air.  And  now  that  we 
are  starting  back  on  short-term  borrowing,  I  just  think  we  have  to 
call  a  spade  a  spade;  either  we  are  in  dire  shape  or  we  are  not  in 
dire  shape,  but  when  you  take  accounts  receivable,  as  one  illustra- 
tion, that  may  be  uncollectible,  you  build  in  expenditures  to  that 
number  that  aren't  real  because  you  will  not  collect  the  cash  from 
those  receivables.  Am  I  making — and  in  doing  so,  you  are  inflating 
your  revenues  and  your  expenditures. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Tliat  is  a  wrong  conclusion. 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  don't  think  anybody  has  tried  to  mask  the  prob- 
lem. I  think  we  have  been  very  direct  about  the  problem.  Heaven 
knows  I  have  been  very  clear  about  my  deep  concern  about  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia's  need  to  have  a  total  partnership  to  reform  all 
the  things  that  must  be  reformed. 
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QUESTIONABLE  SCRUTINY  BY  INVESTMENT  COMMUNITY 

I  must  also  add,  no,  I  am  not  an  accountant,  but  I  cannot  fathom 
that  the  way  rating  agencies  have  been  reading  the  papers  and 
hearing  the  concerns,  haven't  honed  in  and  insisted  on  pretty 
sound  data  because  they  are  going  to  assess  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, nor  can  I  believe  that  11  of  the  major  institutions  would  be 
there  to  buy  our  paper  or,  therefore,  a  triple  A  rated  Swiss  bank 
would  stand  behind  it  if  they  thought  this  was  merely  masking  the 
truth.  They  are  dealing  with  real  money  and  high  risks.  They  are 
not  going  to  play  with  that  unless  they  think  we  are  being  honest 
and  forthright. 

There  may  be  things,  as  a  lawyer,  that  I  maybe  would  not  always 
understand  in  the  world  of  accounting,  but  I  can  assure  you  that 
people  who  are  risking  their  money  are  not  going  to  put  their 
money  on  the  line  unless  they  think  we  are  being  very  direct  and 
honest  and  dealing  seriously  with  our  problems, 

Mr.  DrxON.  A  fair  statement.  Madam  Mayor, 

[Clerk's  note.— What  is  not  stated  are  the  following:  (1)  the 
District  government  paid  $560,000  to  Swiss  Bank  for  a  letter  of 
credit  to  insure  the  $200  million  in  short-term  notes  (Washington 
Post,  May  3,  1994);  (2)  the  "Note  Act  requires  the  Mayor  to  prompt- 
ly set  aside  and  deposit  in  the  Escrow  Account,  commencing  on  any 
date  between  August  1,  1994  and  September  1,  1994,  all  receipts 
of  District  taxes  (other  than  any  special  taxes  or  charges  levied  for 
the  benefit  of  holders  of  general  obligation  bonds)  received  after  the 
date  so  determined  by  the  Mayor,  until  the  aggregate  amount  on 
deposit  in  the  Escrow  Account,  including  investment  income,  equals 
the  aggregate  amount  of  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  pay- 
able at  maturity."  (See  page  7  of  TRANS  prospectus.);  (3)  the  "Note 
Act  provides  that  the  Mayor  shall  take  such  actions  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  requisition  and  receive  from  the  United  States  Treasury, 
not  later  than  September  30,  1994,  an  advance  of  moneys  as  may 
be  necessary  and  sufficient  to  enable  the  District  to  meet  its  gen- 
eral expenses,  including  pa5rment  when  due  of  all  principal  of  and 
interest  on  the  Notes."  (See  page  7  of  TRANS  prospectus.);  (4)  page 
24  of  the  TRANS  prospectus  states  "In  addition,  if  the  District  were 
to  find  that  it  cannot  meet  its  obligations  in  a  timely  manner,  the 
District  can  seek  an  advance  from  the  U.S.  Treasury.";  and  (5)  the 
District's  Chief  Financial  Officer  signed  an  agreement  to  maintain 
a  cash  balance  of  at  least  $63  million  at  September  30,  1994  (See 
p.  78,  this  volume). 

[Regarding  the  statement  about  the  scrutiny  by  the  investment 
community,  at  least  one  credit  rating  agency  included  erroneous 
statements  in  its  rating  update  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
publication  Standard  &  Poor's  Creditweek  dated  December  20, 
1993  (page  98)  stated  "Budget  difficulties  during  1993,  which  re- 
sulted in  a  gap  of  $247  million  on  a  $3.5  billion  budget,  were  ad- 
dressed through  changing  the  tax  collection  year  ($180  million  one- 
time gain),  receiving  additional  federal  monies  ($30  million)  and 
making  various  expenditure  reductions." 

[First,  the  $180  million  from  the  change  in  the  tax  collection  year 
worsened  rather  than  improved  the  District's  financial  difficulties 
by  allowing  the  District  to  incur  additional  obligations  of  $180  mil- 
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lion  without  the  cash  to  pay  for  those  obligations  when  the  bills 
came  due.  And  second,  the  $30  million  in  additional  federal  monies 
was  considered  in  the  Emergency  Supplemental  Appropriations  Act 
for  Fiscal  Year  1993  (H.R.  1335)  but  was  deleted  from  the  final  ver- 
sion of  H.R.  1335  signed  by  the  President  on  April  23,  1993  (8 
months  prior  to  the  S&P  update)  as  Public  Law  103-24.] 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh,  do  you  have  any  other  questions  you 
want  to  ask? 

CONCERN  WITH  SHORT-TERM  BORROWING 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  very  much  like 
to  associate  myself  with  your  comments  regarding  the  city's  short- 
term  borrowing  history.  I  don't  think  that  anyone  in  the  Congress 
has  as  much  history  about  the  District  of  Columbia's  government 
as  you  have,  and  very  few  of  us  here  could  go  back  that  far. 

Ellen,  would  you  give  me  a  breakdown  of  how  the  District  ar- 
rived at  the  $331  million  figure. 

BACKGROUND  OF  $331.6  MILUON  BORROWING 

Ms.  O'Connor.  When  the  District  was  created  and  when  the  first 
set  of  financial  statements  were  done  on  the  District,  there  were 
in  excess  of  $330  million  more  liabilities  than  assets  that  literally 
the  District  was  created  bankrupt.  We  were  carrying  that  around 
on  our  backs  and  making  it  work  by  doing  short-term  borrowing, 
October  1st  borrow,  repay  it  September  30th,  October  1st  borrow, 
September  30th  pay  it  off. 

BORROWING  TO  ELIMINATE  ACCUMULATED  DEBT 

The  credit  markets  advised  the  Mayor,  look,  you  have  got  these 
financial  statements  that  show  all  these  liabilities  more  than  as- 
sets, come  on,  do  something.  That  is  when  we  asked  your  permis- 
sion and  we  raised  the  General  Fund  recovery  bond  and  stretched 
those  payments  over  12  years.  That  is  the  debt  that  the  District 
taxpayers  are  paying  off.  It  is  not  a  current  year — ^you  were  quite 
right  about  operating  deficits.  That  wasn't  a  current  year  operating 
deficit.  That  was  something  we  were  canying  around  since  1979. 

[Clerk's  note. — Regarding  the  accumulated  general  fund  deficit, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  stated  in  a  letter  (B- 199249)  dated 
June  23,  1980  to  the  Committee  that  "The  $284  miUion  deficit  rep- 
resents the  results  of  operations  reported  in  accordance  with  gen- 
erally accepted  accounting  principles,  but  the  District's  financial 
condition  is  not  as  bleak  as  this  amount  would  lead  one  to  believe. 
For  example,  the  following  items  contribute  to  the  amount  of  the 
general  fund  deficit  but  do  not  represent  a  short  term  need  for 
cash:  *  *  *"  (three  items  totaling  $194.8  million  were  discussed). 
In  addition,  the  District  government  in  a  letter  dated  June  30, 
1980  to  the  Committee  stated  that  "We  believe  that  much  of  the 
misunderstanding  of  what  a  deficit  is  results  from  the  fact  the 
media  and  some  others  have  continued  to  confuse  the  economic  def- 
icit of  $284  million  and  the  District's  needs  for  cash.  The  deficit  of 
$284  million  is  the  amount  by  which  the  District's  liabilities,  when- 
ever payable,  exceed  its  assets  as  of  September  30,  1979."  The  let- 
ter goes  on  to  state  that  "*  *  *  the  District  can  no  longer  obligate 
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itself  to  spend  in  one  year  more  than  the  revenue  it  receives  in  that 
year."  Finally,  as  further  evidence  that  the  accumulated  general 
fund  deficit  did  not  represent  a  short  term  need  for  cash,  the  Rivlin 
Commission  in  a  background  paper  entitled,  "The  District's  Budget 
Process,  Policies  and  Practices"  dated  May  1990  stated  on  page  29 
that  'The  District's  real  property  tax  year  currently  runs  from  July 
1  through  June  30;  the  District's  fiscal  year  currently  runs  from 
October  1  through  September  30.  If  this  disparity  between  the  fis- 
cal year  £ind  the  real  property  tax  year  were  corrected  the  District 
would  experience  a  one-time  accrued  revenue  gain  in  the  fiscal  year 
of  the  change  equ£d  to  one-quarter  of  the  real  property  tax.  There 
would  be  no  increase  in  cash,  but  the  accrued  revenue  gain  could 
be  used  to  substantially  reduce  the  accumulated  operating  deficit." 
[Instead,  the  District  used  the  shift  in  property  tax  revenues 
(which  were  not  supported  by  any  cash)  as  a  means  to  legally  incur 
additional  obligations  of  $180  million  in  FY  1993  and  thus  add  to 
its  financial  deterioration.] 

LONG-TERM  BORROWING  WAS  SUPPOSED  TO  RESOLVE  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  believe  there  is  a  perception  in  Congress  that  the 
$331  million  borrowing  was  going  to  resolve  the  city's  previous  fi- 
nancial problems,  get  it  back  on  track,  and  hopefully  end  the  prac- 
tice of  short-term  borrowing  that  the  District  had  to  involve  itself 
in. 

BORROWING  SHORT  TERM  TO  FILL  GAPS 

As  the  Chairman  so  aptly  pointed  out,  we  went  for  two  years 
without  it,  now  we  are  back  into  it  again  with  a  $200  million  per 
year  range  of  borrowing.  If  my  understanding  is  correct,  when  you 
have  a  shortfall  in  terms  of  your  property  tax  collections  or  other 
revenues,  you  use  short  term  borrowing  to  fill  the  gap  until  reve- 
nues are  brought  in;  is  that  correct? 

Mayor  Kelly.  Until  it  is  collected,  yes. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Only  in  those  cases  is  that  money  borrowed;  and  for 
no  other  reason? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  They  are  revenue  anticipation  notes.  That  is,  as 
you  know,  the  property  tax  in  the  District  is  paid  in  September.  So 
that  we  show  that  through  the  expected  collections  in  September, 
we  can  repay  it.  That  is  the  foundation  of  the  lending. 

COMPARISON  WITH  OTHER  JURISDICTIONS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Just  to  clarify  one  other  statement  you  made,  you 
said  the  District  is  not  even  in  the  top  10  in  terms  of  short-term 
borrowing.  Is  that  a  per  capita  basis  or  is  that  on  the  short  term 
amount  borrowed  on  a  municipality  to  municipality  basis?  What 
are  you  talking  about  here? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  It  was  the  cities  and  states  that  do  this  kind  of 
revenue  anticipation  borrowing.  Not  a  per  capita,  Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  you  were  borrowing  short  term  at  the  same  rate 
that  a  New  York  City  or  a  Los  Angeles  was,  I  think 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  will  do  that  arithmetic  and  see  if  we  are.  I  was 
just  commenting  in  terms  of  trying  to  conceptualize  or  put  into 
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some  context  the  concern  about  borrowing  the  cash,  we  are  not 
even  hitting  the  top  10. 

RATIONALE  FOR  SHORT-TERM  BORROWING 

Mr.  Walsh.  In  your  mind,  the  degree  to  which  a  municipality 
borrows  on  a  short-term  a  reflection  on  the  management  of  the  mu- 
nicipality? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  There  are  so  many  of  us  who  do,  Mr.  Walsh,  that 
I  am  glad  to  belong  to  the  company.  I  think  that  when  we  talked 
even  a  year  ago,  it  wasn't  unusual  for  Syracuse  to  once  in  a  while 
go  out  and  borrow  some  revenue  anticipation  notes.  It  is  the  norm. 
Sometimes,  this  is  maybe  the  lesson  of  Proposition  13  in  California, 
the  taxpayers  aren't  all  that  happy  about  having  big,  fat  balances 
in  the  bank,  and  can  think  of  reasons,  better  ways  to  spend  what 
money. 

So 

Mr.  Walsh.  Given  the  alternative,  I  think  they  would  take  it. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  They  didn't  in  California. 

management  pressures  on  public  sector 

Mayor  Kelly.  If  I  could  speak  to  that  point,  if  I  might,  people 
often  say,  well,  they  want  to  analogize  what  we  do  to  a  business. 
And  I  come  out  of  the  private  sector,  I  know  something  about  the 
responsibility  of  managing  any  business.  I  don't  think  it  is  an  ap- 
propriate analogy. 

I  think  what  we  are  doing  is  much  more  analogous  to  managing 
a  family,  because  if  I  were  in  a  business,  I  could  just  say,  okay,  we 
just  cut  that.  We  don't  have  the  money  now.  But  in  fact  when  pres- 
sures are  great,  we  have  that  many  more  folks  at  the  door.  We 
have  children,  my  children,  have  even  greater  needs  in  terms  of 
their  educational  environment.  And  I  have  got  to  meet  those  needs. 

I  don't  have  the  discretion  to  say  I  can't  have  enough  police  to 
go  in  there  and  get  the  guns  out  of  the  school.  I  don't  have  that 
option,  that  many  more  of  our  parents  and  grandparents  have 
greater  needs.  I  don't  have  the  option  to  just  walk  away  from  that. 

So  what  we  do  is  not  unlike  a  household  in  the  middle  of  a  reces- 
sion, we  try  our  very  best  to  deal  with  the  needs  of  the  quality  of 
life  of  our  families  so  that  we  don't  totally  destabilize  this  entire 
community.  And  I  think  too  often  that  is  not  a  part  of  the  equation 
of  anyone's  thinking.  You  can't  look  at  this  with  just — what  do  you 
call  those — green  eye  shades. 

This  is  about  quality  of  life  for  the  people  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. It  is  about  the  ability  to  reverse  some  trends  we  have  got 
to  reverse  and  it  is  about  the  quality  of  life  of  the  citizens  of  this 
country  when  they  come  to  visit  here.  That  cannot  be  ignored. 

FLAWED  BUDGET  STRATEGY 

Mr.  Walsh.  With  all  due  respect.  Mayor,  we  had  the  same  prob- 
lem at  the  national  level.  We  run  deficit  budgets  annually  and  we 
are  accumulating  huge  debt.  Tax  increases  are  not  the  way  to  go 
to  improve  the  quality  of  life. 
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It  is  not  working.  It  seems  the  more  we  tax,  the  more  we  reduce 
the  standard  of  living  and  the  quality  of  life.  So  that  is  not  the  an- 
swer. 

Mayor  Kelly.  That  is  why  we  haven't  done  that  kind  of  taxing. 

GOVERNMENT  CANNOT  SOLVE  ALL  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  would  also  suggest,  and  this  is  a  problem  we  all 
share,  the  Federal  Grovemment  is  going  broke  trying  to  be 
everybody's  mother  and  father.  We  can't  do  it.  There  are  problems 
in  our  society  that  we  can't  legislate  solutions  to,  and  we  can't  print 
enough  money  to  resolve.  I  am  just  kind  of  bemoaning  this  out 
loud.  We  can't  be  everybod/s  mother  and  father. 

DEFICIT  SPENDING 

I  heard  Congressman  Durbin  talk  with  great  passion  about  the 
WIC  centers.  I,  too,  visited  the  WIC  centers  in  my  hometown.  And 
they  do  a  wonderful  job.  But  we  hear  constantly  the  opposite.  We 
are  only  at  50  percent  of  eligibility  for  WIC,  and  there  are  so  many 
more  kids  out  there.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  borrowing  every 
year  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars,  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars 
to  meet  our  obligations. 

CHANGE  IN  STRATEGY  NEEDED 

We  are  going  in  the  wrong  direction.  We  have  somehow  got  to 
turn  it  around,  and  I  just  don't  have  the  answer.  But  I  do  know 
that  we  are  limited. 

FEDERAL  DEFICIT  PROBLEMS 

And  when  you  say  that  the  Swiss  Bank  and  others  are  willing 
to  stand  behind  the  District  of  Columbia,  I  have  got  to  believe  that 
is  partly  due  to  the  fact  that  we,  the  Federal  Government,  are 
standing  directly  behind  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  I  wonder  if 
they  know  that  we  are  as  strapped  as  you  are 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  think  they  do. 

Mr.  Walsh  [continuing].  In  helping  you  meet  your  financial  obli- 
gation. Maybe  I  shouldn't  say  that  out  loud.  But  they  should  know 
that.  They  are  not  standing  behind  the  District,  because  its  the 
right  thing  to  do.  It  is  clearly  because  the  Federal  government  is 
behind  you. 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  think  there  is  some  truth  to  that.  I  think  they 
are  aware  of  the  Federal  government's  problems.  I  think  they  are 
keenly  aware  of  it.  But  I  think  they  also  have  a  lot  of  faith  in  the 
fact  that  we  are  doing  everjrthing  within  our  power  to  cut  our  costs 
while  still  being  faithful  to  that  family,  recognizing,  yes,  there  may 
be  hmits,  but  if  we  don't  deal  with  it. 

BUDGETARY  PRESSURES 

My  God,  look  at  what  we  are  doing  in  the  public  safety  area. 
Look  how  it  is  financially  bankrupting  this  country.  Corrections 
alone.  And  if  we  don't  start  making  some  investment  early  on  and 
create  some  contributing  members  to  our  society  as  against  allow- 
ing this  category  to  explode  upon  us,  where  will  we  be? 
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Mr.  Walsh.  We  have  added  more  programs  to  do  precisely  that, 
and  the  bottom  line  is,  unless  the  parents  take  care  of  their  kids, 
they  won't  get  taken  care  of. 

Mayor  Kelly.  We  have  got  to  create — I  agree  with  you  100  per- 
cent. I  wish  I  could  just  say  that.  But  the  truth  is,  because  it  has 
evolved  on  us,  a  lot  of  neglect  and  as  you  see  the  problem  expresses 
itself  in  many  ways,  including  abuse  and  neglect  cases — 29  in  one 
day  in  the  District  of  Columbia  . 

We  have  got  to  break  the  vicious  cycle.  The  way  to  brezik  the  vi- 
cious cycle,  while  we  are  strapped  with  a  huge  public  safety  budget, 
a  huge  corrections  budget,  to  do  the  kind  of  things  we  are  doing 
with  the  school  system,  and  hopefully  begin  to  reverse  that  trend. 

And  where  we  have  those  turning  points  programs  and  where  we 
have  had  good  partnership  with  the  schools,  it  is  having  a  very 
powerful  positive  impact.  And  we  do  want  to  thank  the  Congress 
for  their  help  with  our  youth  initiative,  because,  believe  me,  it  is 
money  well  spent. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you. 

CURRENT  ACTIONS  NOT  SUPPORTED  BY  PREVIOUS  TESTIMONY 

[Clerk's  note. — See  pp.  120-227  for  material  relevant  to  the 
District's  accumulated  general  fund  deficit.] 

Mr.  Dixon.  Madam  Mayor  and  Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize  that 
some  of  the  questions  that  I  have  asked  in  particular  are  Catch- 
22  questions.  But  let  me  bring  you  back  once  again  to  my  percep- 
tion, which  may  be  entirely  wrong. 

The  testimony  I  am  looking  at  was  presented  by  Mr.  Pohlman  on 
June  4,  1991,  and  Mr.  Raines  presented  his  testimony  on  May  21, 
1991. 

Mr.  Pohlman  was  a  carryover  from  the  previous  administration 
as  the  Deputy  Mayor  for  Finance.  He  asked  that  his  prepared 
statement  dated  May  29,  1991  which  he  prepared  for  the  Council's 
hearing  on  the  general  fund  recovery  bond  act  of  1991,  be  placed 
in  the  record.  Let  me  read  to  you  what  he  said  as  well  as  what  Mr. 
Raines  said.  This  is  not  criticism  at  all. 

Mr.  Pohlman  said  the  following: 

The  District  of  Colvimbia  is  now  preparing  to  take  a  different  approach  to  elimi- 
nating its  deficit:  Through  the  issuance  of  General  Fund  recovery  bonds  to  com- 
pletely eUminate  the  deficit,  committing  the  city  to  pay  off  the  bonds  in  12  years. 
This  approach  has  the  following  advantages. 

It  achieves  the  immediate  eUmination  of  the  deficit  on  the  books  and  requires  that 
the  deficit  bonds  be  paid  off  in  12  years. 

It  enables  the  District  to  bviild  up  a  fiind  reserve  or  estabhsh  a  Rainy  Day  Fund 
or  Budget  Stabilization  Fund  like  many  other  cities  and  states  have  to  handle  short 
term  fiscal  problems  (such  as  economic  downturns)  in  the  future. 

And  then  he  goes  on  to  even  talk  about  the  advantages  in  the 
bond  market  to  borrow  long  term  versus  short  term. 

And  then,  as  I  indicated  to  you  earlier,  Mr.  Raines,  eight  days 
before  that — he  was  Mayor  Kelly's  financial  advisor — his  title  was 
"Financial  Advisor  to  the  Mayor" — said,  in  response  to  a  series  of 
questions  I  asked  concerning  short-term  borrowing,  "No,  but  this  is 
the  point  that  Mr.  Wilson  was  making  that  unless  you  are  willing 
to  sell  more  short-term  notes,  taking  care  of  the  "V"  (referring  to 
the  highs  and  lows  of  cash  receipts  and  spending  patterns  during 
the  year)  will  eat  up  all  the  money.  So  the  only  way  you  can  do 
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a  deficit  in  the  District  of  Columbia  after  this  is  if  you  are  willing 
to  sell  more  short-term  notes.  I  can  tell  you  that  if  the  District  says 
it  is  going  to  sell  more  short-term  notes,  that  means  it  is  having 
another  deficit.  Everyone  here  ought  to  oppose  it.  It  is  the  selling 
of  additional  short-term  notes  after  these  bonds  are  sold  that  sig- 
nals when  you  are  having  deficits." 

I  think  those  words  speak  for  themselves.  I  recognize  your  social 
problems  and  I  am  only  saying  to  you  that  I  think  you  have  a  re- 
sponsibility, even  if  it  isn't  in  the  budget  document,  to  come  up 
here  and  lay  out  what  the  exact  problem  is.  And  that  is  all — the 
only  point  I  am  trying  to  make.  Madam  Mayor,  I  will  let  you  re- 
spond to  that.  I  saw  you  getting  antsy  there. 

Mayor  Kelly.  Me,  edgy? 

WARNING  OF  FINANCIAL  PROBLEMS  BY  EXPERTS 

Mr.  Dexon.  That  is  my  point.  The  experts,  one  who  is  a  carryover 
from  Mayor  Banys  administration  and  one  who  was  appointed  by 
you,  explained  why  they  wanted  to  issue  $331.6  million  in  12-year 
bonds.  But  their  solution  only  lasted  two  years.  And  Mr.  Raines, 
who  was  your  financial  advisor  said,  "Everyone  here  ought  to  op- 
pose it.  I  can  tell  you  that  if  the  District  says  it  is  going  to  sell 
more  short-term  notes,  that  means  it  is  having  another  deficit."  I 
guess  the  way  it  has  been  explained  to  me  is  that  further  short- 
term  borrowing  is  a  red  flag  and  means  there  are  some  serious  fi- 
nancial problems.  That  is  all  I  am  saying  to  you. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  certainly  recognize,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  those 
statements  were  made,  and  I 

Mr.  Dixon.  Do  you  quarrel  with  those  statements? 

Ms.  O'Connor.  Do  I  quarrel  with  Mr.  Raines'  statement,  I  say 
that  short-term  borrowing  is  not  automatically  a  sign  of  operating 
deficit.  But  in  the  Mayor's  testimony,  we  respond  to  your  concerns 
about  the  cash  balances,  and  recognize  that  since  that  time,  a  lot 
of  water  has  gone  under  the  bridge.  And  we  have  encountered  a 
D.C.  General  Hospital  problem  and  solved  it.  We  have  had  a  reces- 
sion that  increased  tax  receivables  and  have  got  a  very  aggressive 
effort  going  at  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue,  with  liens, 
levies  and  other  instruments,  and  the  Federal  Government  owes  us 
money. 

EFFORTS  TO  COLLECT  RECEIVABLES 

I  understand  your  concern  about  some  of  it  is  old,  but  in  one  in- 
stance, we  collected  $14  million  that  was  over  10  years  old.  That 
is  why  we  don't  give  up  the  ghost  on  that. 

Mr.  DixON.  And  I  understand  that,  but  unless  you  had  set  up  a 
reserve,  you  have  been  coming  up  $14  million  short  in  cash  for  ten 
years. 

CASH  BALANCE  REDUCED  CONSCIOUSLY 

Ms.  O'Connor.  And  that  intervening  events  and  tough  choices 
have  accounted  for  some  reduction,  the  reduction  in  the  cash  bal- 
ances of  the  District.  We  made  that  choice  rather  than  make  any- 
body pay  more  tax  across  the  board,  10  percent  increase  in  prop- 
erty tax,  10  percent  increase  in  income  tax,  or  say  to  the  elderly, 
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the  children,  your  services  are  gone.  Those  are  the  choices  we 
made. 

SPENDING  CUTS 

I  think  if  you  look  also  at  the  Mayor's  statement  you  will  see, 
from  1990  to  1995,  in  the  Fire  Department,  in  Public  Works,  in 
Recreation,  we  have  upwards  of  12  to  20  percent — this  is  before  in- 
flation— cuts. 

So  we  have  been  making  cuts.  It  has  been  short-term  fixes  and 
permanent  solutions,  year  after  year  after  year. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Ms.  Norton,  I  don't  know  if  you  have  any  comments 
to  make,  but  I  would  be  pleased,  I  am  sure,  along  with  Mr.  Walsh, 
to  allow  you  to  make  whatever  remarks  you  care  to  make  at  this 
point  in  time. 

Remarks  of  Delegate  Norton 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  sim- 
ply want  to  welcome  Mayor  Kelly  and  Chairman  Clarke  and  the 
District  officials  and  Washingtonians  who  have  come  here  this 
morning.  And  I  would  certainly  like  to  say  for  the  record  that  I 
know  the  city  administration  continues  to  appreciate  your  keen  and 
very  informed  and  always  constructive  attention  to  the  District. 

And  I  would  want  to  also  say  that  I  know  I  speak  for  the  city 
administration  as  well  when  I  say  we  appreciate  and  need  your 
constructive  criticism  as  well.  You  are  the  continuity  that  the  city 
doesn't  have  in  any  other  way. 

APPRECIATION  OF  CHAIRMAN  DDCON'S  LEADERSHIP 

And  also  because,  if  you  prod  the  city,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have 
gone  much  further  in  many,  many  successful  efforts  to  pull  this 
cit^s  irons  out  of  the  fire.  I  do  not  know  about  the  rest  of  us,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  I  do  regard  you  as  indispensable  to  this  city,  and 
I  would  rue  the  day  that  anybody  else  would  be  Chairman  of  the 
D.C.  Appropriations  Committee.  And  I  just  want  to  say  for  the 
record  that  I  know  I  speak  for  all  Washingtonians  when  I  say  that. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  will  be  no  longer  than  four  years,  I  assure  you. 

Mayor  Kelly.  I  say  "hear,  hear"  to  that.  Not  to  that,  but  to  hav- 
ing you  here.  I  associate  myself  with  the  Congresswoman's  re- 
marks, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  bouquet.  Mr.  Walsh, 
any  closing  comment? 

USE  OF  $331.6  million  GENERAL  FUND  RECOVERY  BONDS 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Madam  Mayor  and  Ellen,  I  appreciate  your 
comments,  and  I  think  you  understand  where  I  am  coming  from  on 
this  issue.  You  did  not  want  to  say  that  with  the  $331.6  million 
that  all  of  the  accumulated  deficit  was  paid  off,  because  it  was  my 
understanding  that  about  $40  million  of  that  was  for  long  term 
items  such  as  monies  owed  to  employees  for  leave  and  so  forth,  and 
in  part  that  is  where  the  $110  million  reserve  was  coming  from. 

In  other  words,  although  there  was  $331.6  million  of  accumu- 
lated indebtedness,  all  of  it  was  not  for  bills  that  were  due  and  had 


119 


to  be  paid;  part  of  it  was  for  employees  who  had  accrued  sick  leave 
and  annual  leave  and  these  amounts  roll  over  every  year. 

I  guess  I  am  saying  with  that  money,  you  didn't  pay  off  every 
single  item  that  made  up  the  $331.6  million  of  accumulated  deficit, 
because  some  of  those  items  did  not  require  an  immediate  cash 
payment — they  were  bookkeeping  items  that  would  have  an  impact 
only  if  the  District  government  went  out  of  business  and  ceased  to 
exist. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  think  we  need  to 

Mr.  Dexon.  That  is  where  the  $110  million  reserve  was  coming 
from.  I  didn't  want  anyone  to  think  you  paid  off  all  of  the  deficit 
items.  There  was,  in  fact,  a  built-in  reserve,  but  you  subsequently 
used  it  for  other  purposes. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  No.  No. 

Mr.  Dexon.  You  paid  off  the  accrued  sick  leave  which  was  part 
of  that  $338  million?  That  is  all  that  I  am  saying. 

Ms.  O'Connor.  I  think  you  are  collapsing  into  one  transaction, 
Mr.  Chairman,  two  separate  things.  The  proceeds  of  the  General 
Fund  recovery  bond — and  we  raised  $336  million,  we  had  $5  mil- 
lion worth  of  financing,  bonding,  investment  banking  costs.  Net 
proceeds,  $331.6  million.  And  we  put  that  money  in  a  separate 
bank  account.  It  was  escrowed,  and  we  can  lay  out  each  one  of  the 
cash  payments  that  was  made  through  those  funds. 

And  every  single  one  of  those  payments  went  for  expenses  on  or 
before  September  30th,  1991.  That  is,  we  fulfilled  the  conditions 
that  were  identified  in  the  law  that  we  proposed  to  Congress. 

Now,  when  you  do  your  financial  statements  at  the  end  of  the 
year,  in  addition  to  reflecting  on  your  books  that  you  have  obliga- 
tions to  make  your  salary  payments  and  stuff,  government  account- 
ing standards  board  requires  that  you  also  recognize,  set  aside 
some  money  to  pay  for  the  vacation  that  was  earned  but  not  taken, 
the  sick  leave  that  was  earned  and  not  taken. 

And  our  financial  statements  show  those  reserves  in  a  thing 
called  the  long-term  debt  set  of  accounts.  And  I  am  waiving  my 
hand  off  here  to  the  right  because  that  is  where  they  are  presented 
on  the  financial  statements,  excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  Clarke,  did  you 

CASH  RESERVE  SPENT 

Mr.  Clarke.  That  bond  issue  had  inherent  difficulty  right  away. 
We  were  borrowing  money  to  be  paid  in  the  future  for  costs  that 
we  incurred  in  the  past.  Right  there,  there  is  an  inherent  problem. 
Nevertheless,  it  was  done  consciously,  with  a  purpose. 

I  wasn't  here  at  the  time,  but  I  supported  it  as  a  citizen.  I  under- 
stood it  to  be  providing  a  cash  reserve.  What  seemed  to  me  to  have 
happened  during  that  time  is  that  the  city  spent  the  cash  reserve. 
It  seems  like  every  time  we  get  a  penny  we  spend  it.  What  the 
Council  tried  to  do  this  year,  and  I  am  still  proud  of  what  the 
Council  did,  notwithstanding  all  the  stuff  that  is  happening,  put- 
ting the  Mayor,  the  Council  together,  I  am  proud  of  what  the  Coun- 
cil did  this  year.  It  bit  a  hard  bullet  this  year.  It  went  out  and 
raised  taxes  this  year  to  try  to  pay  for  this  year's  budget. 
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COUNCIL  ACTION  ON  FY  1995  BUDGET  RAINY  DAY  FUND 

You  are  not  at  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  yet,  but  when  you  get 
there,  you  will  see  in  that  budget  $22.5  million  for  a  rainy  day  fund 
budgeted  for  next  year  from  this  year.  That  is  the  way,  it  seems 
to  me  the  course  has  to  go.  But  then  I  hear  after  the  City  Council 
has  gone  and  budgeted  to  pay  the  pension  payments  this  year,  they 
are  not  going  to  be  paid  until  next  year,  and  from  where  is  the 
money  going  to  come  to  pay  for  them  next  year?  Probably  from  the 
Rainy  Day  Fund  that  the  Council  put  in  for  next  year  so  we  can 
get  out  of  the  situation  we  are  in  now. 

I  just  want  to  be  clear  on  this  record.  I  think  the  City  Council 
has  gone  forward  in  terms  of  trying  to  provide  funds  in  the  future 
for  rainy  days  rather  than  tr3dng  to  create  some  funds  in  the  future 
to  pay  for  this  year's  needs.  If  we  don't  pay  for  the  costs  in  the 
present  year,  we  are  going  to  have  this  kind  of  situation.  So  I  differ 
a  little  bit  from  what  has  been  said  here. 

Thank  you. 

SCHEDULE  OF  UPCOMING  HEARINGS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Speaking  of  the  FY  1995  budget  hearings,  we  will 
have  the  Mayor  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Council  back  on  Wednes- 
day, May  18th,  where  we  will  be  looking  at  that  budget,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. And  on  Tuesday,  May  17th,  we  will  take  up  the  agencies 
under  Governmental  Direction  and  Support  and  Public  Safety  and 
Justice. 

I  want  to  thank  you  all  for  the  harmony  with  which  we  got 
through  this  very  difficult  issue  for  all  of  us.  The  Board  of  Edu- 
cation is  here,  so  I  would  like  to  excuse  everyone  and  just  chat  for 
five  or  10  minutes  with  the  Members  of  the  Board  of  Education  and 
the  Superintendent.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  will  see  you  next 
Wednesday. 

MATERIAL  RELEVANT  TO  ACCUMULATED  GENERAL  FUND  DEFICIT 

[Clerk's  note. — ^The  following  material  provides  a  historical  per- 
spective on  the  District's  accumulated  general  fund  deficit:] 
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REPAYMENT  OF  GENERAL  FUND  DEFICIT 


QUESTION: 


1.   Please  provide  for  the  record  the  items  making  up  the  general  fund 
deficit  starting  since  fiscal  year  1980  ($387,509,000)  showing  the  change 
each  year  and  identifying  how  the  annual  appropriations  were  applied. 

ANSWER: 

1.    The  following  chart  reflects  the  breakdown  of  the  items  making  up  the 
general  fund  deficit  since  FY  1980  showing  the  change  each  year  through  FY 
1983.   The  column  entitled  "Change  -  FY  80-83"  reflects  the  net  change  of 
the  items  between  FY  1980  and  FY  1983. 

Comparison  of  Deficit  Condition:   FY  1980-1983 

District  of  Columbia  General  Fund 

($  in  Millions) 


|l 


Receivables 

Due  from  Federal 

Government 

Cash 

Other 

TOTAL  ASSETS 

LIABILITIES; 

"Immediate  needs" 

Payables 

Other 

"Non- Immediate" 

Due  to  Federal 
Government 

Accrued  Leave .... 

Deferred 

TOTAL  LIABILITIES 

SURPLUS  (DEFICIT) .... 
Difference  between 
Assets  and 
Immediate  Needs . . 

SHORT  TERM  BORROWING: 
Required  to  Meet 
Needs 


FY  1980 
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62 
9 
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FY  1981 
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0 
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231 
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FY  1982 
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79 
26 
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38 
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(42) 
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FY  1983 


134 

83 

10 

260 


117 
145 


131 
38 

108 

(279) 
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Change 
FY80-83 


49 

21 

1 
_51 

121 


1 
(62) 


35 
(1) 

U. 


182 


US. 


Source:   DC  Budget  Office,  May  22,  1984 
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THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
M«.oN   .«,Y.  «.  WASHINGTON.  DC  20004 

MAvon 


May  20,  1980 


Honorable  Arrlngton  Olxon,  Chairman 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
District  Building;  First  Floor 
Washington,  D.C.  20004 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Today,  I  am  transmitting  the  amended  fiscal  year  1981  operating  budget 
for  Council  consideration.  As  you  are  aware,  the  District  relies  on  a 
financial  plan  to  provide  the  bridge  between  its  budget  requirements  and 
available  funds.  *rith  this  FY  1981  amendment,  the  District  has  moved  to 
an  accrual  basis  financial  plan  rather  than  a  cash  basts  plan  for  the 
first  time  since  FY   1970.  Essentially,  this  new  basis  requires  financ- 
ing the  entire  appropriation  with  estimated  current  revenues.  Previously, 
our  financial  plan  was  based  on  providing  revenues  sufficient  to  cover 
estimated  cash  disbursements.  Anticipated  unpaid  liabilities  at 
year-end  were  not  financed.  Growth  In  year-end  unpaid  liabilities 
led  to  real  deficits  but  the  cash  basis  plans  which  showed  actual  year- 
end  balances  masked  this  condition.  By  converting  to  an  accrual  basis, 
the  District  will  be  following  generally  accepted  accounting  principles 
for  municipalities.  This  means  that  the  Financial  Plan  will  give  us  a 
comprehensive  view  of  the  District's  operating  budget.  Year  end  balances 
will  be  real,  not  Illusory. 

More  importantly,  converting  the  FY  1981  financial  plan  to  an  accrual 
basis  at  this  time  and  achieving  a  balance  between  current  revenues 
and  anticipated  program  costs  will  halt  the  annual  growth  In  the 
accumulated  budget,  and  thus  constitute  a  critical  first  step  in 
Implementing  a  plan  to  eliminate  this  deficit.  The  change  to  the 
accrual  basis  requires  the  District  of  produce  an  additional  $29.7 
million  In  revenue  to  balance  its  same  appropriation  as  would  be  re- 
quired under  our  former  cash  basis  financial  plan. 

The  revised  budget  is  comprised  of  operating  expenses  totaling 
$1,521,043.1.  That  amount  Includes  $19.7  million  for  pensions  as 
required  by  the  new  federal  retirement  reform  legislation  and  $13.6 
million  to  meet  requirements  Imposed  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  in  the  area  of  advanced  wastewater  treatment.  The  $13.6  million 
will  be  offset  by  increased  water  and  sewer  revenues.  Outside  of  those 
two  major  uncontrollable  items,  fiscal  year  1981  operating  expenses 
have  actually  been  reduced  by  $30  million. 
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This  budget  Is  submitted  In  tl\e  context  of  an  Inadequate  Federal  Payment 
and  a  Charter  mandate  that  the  budget  be  balanced.  For  the  past  four 
years  the  District  has  been  fixed  at  an  authorized  Federal  Payment  of 
$300  million.  The  Congress  has  failed  to  consider  the  Impact  of  Inflation 
on  the  District's  budget.  Not  only  has  the  authorization  level  been 
Inadequate,  the  Congress  has  also  failed  to  appropriate  the  fully 
authorized  Federal  Payment.   I  am  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of  ensuring  that  the  budget  Is  balanced.  The  lack  of  growth  In 
Federal  payment  leaves  me  with  no  alternative  but  to  submit  a  balanced 
budget  based  on  Increased  revenues  and  decreased  spending. 

Our  efforts  to  bring  the  fiscal  year  1980  operating  budget  Into  balance 
have  resulted  In  a  number  of  significant  changes  which  Impact  on  the  fiscal 
year  1981  budget.  The  budget  before  you  today  reflects  the  redirections  and 
base  adjustments  necessary  to  bring  expenditures  Into  line  with  available 
revenues  In  the  upcoming  fiscal  year. 

Throughout  this  process  of  reexamining  the  budget,  we  have  kept  as  our 
focal  point  the  purpose  and  mission  of  this  government.   It  Is  my  strong 
belief  that  government  exists  primarily  to  assist  and  protect  citizens 
who  otherwise  would  not  be  able  to  help  themselves.  We  must  view  the 
District  Government  as  a  business  with  residents  of  D.C.  as  stockholders. 
We  must  provide  a  decent  and  adequate  level  of  public  services  to  citizens 
of  all  of  our  communities  and  neighborhoods.  Therefore,  when  resources 
are  scarce,  priorities  have  to  bo  set.  The  framework  In  which  the 
FY  81  budget  Is  set  prioritizes  our  efforts  to  fund  housing.  Jobs  and  Income, 
education,  economic  development,  comprehensive  health  care  and  social 
services,  while  at  the  same  time  maintaining  adequate  and  comprehensive 
police  and  fire  protection.   It  has  become  increasingly  clear  that  we 
can  no  longer  meet  the  full  array  of  all  the  needs  of  all  of  our  citizens. 
We  have  had  to  begin  raising  a  number  of  difficult  questions  regarding 
the  range  and  level  of  services  we  can  offer  In  light  of  spiral Ing 
inflation  and  steadily  shrinking  resources.   In  deciding  these  questions, 
we  cannot  abandon  the  poor  and  those  who  need  the  government  the  most. 
We  are  the  people  who  are  seeking  to  change  the  spirit  and  substance  of 
government.  A  conservative  tide  Is  sweeping  the  country.  The  challenge 
we  face,  as  elected  officials,  is  that  of  determining  how  we  can  best 
continue  delivery  of  those  services  most  needed. 

The  document  before  you  reflects  our  best  thinking  for  meeting  this  challenge. 
Each  department  director  has  looked  closely  at  the  operation  of  his  or  her 
agency  In  the  context  of  why  we  exist  as  a  government.   In  those  cases 
where  reductions  were  necessary,  priority  was  given  to  retaining  the 
direct  service  delivery  Jobs  over  administrative  Jobs. 
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Throughout  discussions  on  our  fiscal  problems,  I  have  expressed  my  position 
on  maintaining  a  stabilized  workforce.   I  have  stated  repeatedly  that  our 
goal  should  be  to  seek  a  balanced  approach  for  addressing  our  fiscal  needs. 
I  continue  to  be  opposed  to  mass  reductlons-ln-force  for  a  number  of  reasons. 

I  am  most  concerned  about  the 'tremendous  social  and  economic  costs  to  families 
as  a  result  of  unanticipated  and  unwarranted  unemployment.   Ideally,  It  would 
be  my  choice  not  to  discharge  any  employee  unless  for  unsatisfactory  perfor- 
mance.  I  am  also  concerned  that  many  good  employees  will  be  affected  adversely 
simply  because  of  lack  of  tenure  and  In  the  long  run  such  action  does  not  serve 
the  best  Interest  of  the  organization.  Moreover,  layoffs  Inevitably  would 
reverse  recent  affirmative  action  gains  for  which  we  have  all  worked 
diligently. 

Throughout  these  discussions,  I  have  stated  that  in  the  absence  of  adequate 
revenues  to  support  the  budget,  mass  layoffs  would  be  required.   The  FY  1981 
budget  anticipates  new  revenue  authority  totaling  SI03.6  million,  and  expend- 
itures are  being  greatly  reduced  as  a  result  of  executive  directions  and 
Improved  financial  management.  Our  level  of  need  Is  such  that  It  will  still  be 
necessary  to  reduce  the  workforce  substantially  If  we  are  to  remain  solvent. 

We  are  examining  a  number  of  cost-saving  proposals  Including  reorganizations 
and  consolidation  of  functions.  These  will  be  Instituted  to  the  extent 
possible;  however,  since  personnel  costs  make  up  more  than  80  percent  of  the 
District's  expenditures.  It  has  become  necessary  to  submit  a  budget  that  will 
reduce  the  workforce.  The  end-of-year  employment  level  for  fiscal  year  1981 
will  be  30,287,  a  reduction  of  nearly  2,500  more  than  originally  planned, 
a  7  ]/2%   reduction  in  the  overall  workforce. 

Before  outlining  the  specific  highlights  of  the  FY  1981  budget,  let  me 
Inform  you  that  I  will  be  forwarding  within  the  next  few  days,  for  Council 
approval,  proposed  legislation  to  dedicate  a  stable  and  reliable  funding 
source  for  Metro  requirements. 

The  following  are  highlights  of  the  budget  transmitted  today. 

Human  Support  Services 

A  continuing  effort  of  this  administration  has  been  the  Improvement  in 
services  to  meet  human  needs.  The  reorganization  that  preceded  the  estab- 
lishment  of  the  Department  of  Human  Services  was  only  the  initial  step 
towards  improving  management  capability  and  accountability.  We  have 
planned  additional  Improvements  in  fiscal  year  1981. 

The  proposed  funding  level  for  the  Department  of  Human  Services  Is 
$292,341,700.  That  amount  Is  $1.8  million  below  the  Initial  funding  level 
proposed.  The  employment  level  for  DHS  will  be  reduced  15  percent  to  the 
level  of  4,964  positions.  Unfunded  vacancies  account  for  572  of  the  970 
reductlons-ln-force;  and  the  remaining  127  are  planned  increases 
which  will  be  eliminated.  These  reductions  reflect  careful  and  deliberate 
planning  and  are  consistent  with  the  goal  to  maximize  direct  services 
and  streamline  administration. 
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tration  of  the  Department  of  Environmental  Services;  Alcohol  and 
Cigarette  tax  enforcement  activities  of  the  O.C.  Department  of 
Finance  and  Revenue;  the  Recorder  of  Deeds;  the  Building  and 
Zoning  Regulation  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Community  Development;  the  Housing  Inspection  Branch  of 
DHCO. 

•  Discontinuing  most  or  all  Information,  education,  public  relations, 
community  relations  and  advisory  offices,  except  where  direct  service 
benefits  to  citizens  may  be  clearly  demonstrated. 

•  Continuing  to  relocate  training,  employee  development  and  labor 
relations  functions  in  with  the  Office  of  Personnel. 

•  On  a  still  larger  scale,  we  are  continuing  to  examine  the  cost  savings 
possibilities  of  a  Department  of  Public  Works,  which  would  include 
the  present  Department  of  General  Services,  the  O.C.  Department  of 
Transporatlon,  the  Department  of  Environmental  Services,  and  the 
Surveyor's  Office. 

•  An  economic  development  cluster  could  also  be  formed,  if  substantial 
cost  savings  could  be  realized,  combining  the  above-stated  Department 
of  Licenses  and  Consumer  Services,  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Develop- 
ment, the  Department  of  Employment  Services,  and  the  Office  of  Business 
and  Economic  Development. 


Certainly,  these  preliminary  proposals  require  much  further  analysis  to 
refine  cost  savings  estimates,  explore  legal  and  federal  grant  Implications, 
and  investigate  service  delivery  impact.  Nonetheless,  streamlining  will 
be  essential  to  provide  the  same  degree  of  service  delivery,  or  more,  with 
less  staff. 

The  financial  plan  and  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  plan  are 
attached.  You  will  also  find  enclosed  the  Fiscal  Year  1981  Budget  Amendment 
Act  and  the  resolution  required  for  the  adjustments  to  the  Fire  Department 
budget. 

It  is  my  hope  and  expectation  that  we  will  work  closely  together.  Those 
with  an  anti-urban  attitude  like  nothing  better  than  to  see  divided  legis- 
lative and  executive  branches.  Since  our  goals  are  shared,  I  believe  we 
may  reach  mutually  acceptable  understandings  in  the  near  future. 


Attachments 
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J^ovat  of  3aepref(entatibeK 

Committee  on  !3ppropriatiom( 

mas^inatm,  9.C.    20515 

June  9,  1980 


Mr.  Elmer  B.  Staats 
Comptroller  General 
General  Accounting  Office 
441  G  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20548 

Dear  Mr.  Staats: 

Recent  reports  by  the  District  of  Columbia  government's 
financial  advisor,  Lazard  Freres  &  Co    and  the  District's  auditor. 
Arthur  Andersen  &  Co.,  state  that  based  on  their  reviews  of  the 
Juy's  Snanc?al   reports  as  of  September  30.  1979.  the  District 
of  Columbia  government  had  an  accumulated  deficit  of  $284.4  million. 

The  Committee  is  currently  reviewing  the  District's  budget 
for  fiscal  year  1981  and  would  appreciate  an  impartial  objective 
assessment  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  of  the  reported 
deficit.     Should  you  have  any  questions  or  need  aooitional 
information,  please  contact  our  staff  assistant.  Amenco  Miconl. 
on  225-5338. 

Your  early  attention  to  this  request  will  be  appreciated 
since  the  Committee  plans  to  markup  the  District's   fiscal  year 
1981   budget  In  the  near  future. 


Chairman 

District  of  Columbia  Subcommittee 
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COMPTROU^R  GENERAL  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
WASHINGTON.  O.C.     2094* 

JDU  23  fiW) 
B-199249 

The  Honorable  Julian  C.  Dixon 
Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  the 

District  of  Columbia 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
Bouse  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Subject;   Observations  on  Reported  Deficit  in 
District  Of  Columbia  Government 
Operations  (GGD-80-85) 

As  you  requested  in  your  June  9,'  1980,  letter,  we  have  made 
some  inquiries  into  the  reported  and  widely  discussed  $284.4 
million  cumulative  deficit  in  the  District's  general  fund.   The 
deficit,  shown  on  the  accrual  basis  of  accounting,  was  included 
in  Arthur  Andersen  &  Co.'s  audit  report  on  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia's financial  statements  as  of  September  30,  1979. 

The  deficit  has  been  discussed  at  length  by  the  Kayor  and 
the  City's  financial  advisor,  Lazard  Freres  &  Co.   The  latter's 
comments  included  criticisms  of  the  Congress'  stewardship  and  the 
District  and  the  Federal  budgeting  process  for  the  the  District. 
As  discussed  later,  because  of  certain  accounting  treatment,  the 
deficit  City  officials  face  from  a  financial  management  point  of 
view  is  significantly  lower  than  the  deficit  reported  in  the 
statements.   Mr.  Philip  M.  Dearborn,  Vice  President  of  the  Greater 
Washington  Research  Council  questions  whether  the  reported  $284.4 
million  reported  deficit  represents  a  real  deficit,  and  expressed 
the  view  that  the  deficit  is  more  of  the  magnitude  of  $90  million. 
Also,  Arthur  Andersen  reports  that  on  a  budget  (cash)  basis  the 
fiscal  year  1979  deficit  is  about  $41.7  million,  with  a  $79.7 
million  cumulative  deficit  since  fiscal  year  1970. 

Both  Arthur  Andersen  and  Lazard  Freres  attribute  the  cause 
of  the  general  fund  deficit  to  a  fiscal  year  1970  change  in  the 
District's  budgeting  process  from  an  obligation  basis  to  a  cash 
basis.   They  state  that  the  practice  of  carrying  current  liabili- 
ties forward  to  subsequent  years  has  contributed  to  an  accumu- 
lated deficit  on  an  accrual  basis  of  $284.4  million.   Poth  agree 
that  the  District  has  not  overobligated  its  appropriation  in  any 
of  the  years  since  fiscal  year  1970. 

(426570) 
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Arthur  Andersen  states  that  the  District  has  financed 
the  deficit  through  a  series  of  short-term  expedients  which 
are  generally  no  longer  available.   These  expedients  include 
accelerating  revenues  such  as  real  estate  taxes  and  gross 
earnings/gross  receipts  taxes  and  delaying  certain  expendi- 
tures such  as  paying  vendor  billings. 

Financial  statements  prepared  prior  to  fiscal  year  1976 
(the  first  year  in  which  Arthur  Andersen  assisted  the  District 
in  preparing  the  statements)  were  developed  on  a  different 
basis  than  subsequent  years  and  therefore  could  not  be  used  for 
comparison  purposes.   The  fiscal  year  1976  financial  statements 
show  a  deficit  in  the  general  fund  and  a  cumulative  deficit  was 
reported  at  the  end  of  each  subsequent  fiscal  year  with  $284.4 
million  reported  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1979.   The  details  of 
the  deficit  are  set  forth  below. 

Gene'ral  Fund  Deficit 
AS  Of  September  30,  1979 

(millions) 

Current  Assets  $236.1 

Current  Liabilities 

Ban)c  overdraft  financing  26.0 
Due  to  Federal  Government 

Current  portion  long-term 

loans/short-term  advances  20.0 

Interest  87.5 

Accounts  payable  110.3 

Salaries  payable  55.7 

Annual  leave  due  employees  39.6 
Taxes  collected,  applicable 

to  future  months  67.7 

Unexpended  grant  receipts  16.2 

Other  liabilities  97.5 

Total  liabilities  $520.5 

General  Fund  Deficit  ($284.4) 


The  $284.4  million  deficit  represents  the  results  of 
operations  reported  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles,  but  the  District's  financial  condition 
is  not  as  bleaJc  as  this  amount  would  lead  one  to  believe. 
For  example,  the  following  items  contribute  to  the  amount  of 
the  general  "fund  deficit  but  do  not  represent  a  short  term 
need  for  cash: 
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-$39.6  million  liability  for  leave  due  to  employees 

The  accrual  for  annual  leave  may  never  materialize 
as  an  expense  in  this  amount,  and  most  of  the  liability 
is  payable  many  years  in  the  future.   Arthur  Andersen 
said  that  while  they  recognize  that  payment  of  this 
amount  in  the  short  term  is  highly  unlikely,  the  accrual 
is  required  in  order  to  show  full  costs  of  operations. 
The  District  of  Columbia  Auditor  said  that  the  inclusion 
of  accrued  leave  as  a  current  liability  was  misleading 
because  it  implies  that  the  funds  are  immediately  needed 
whereas  the  need  to  liquidate  the  liability  may  be 
many  years  in  the  future.  Mr.  Dearborn  of  the  Greater 
Washington  Research  Council  expressed  the  viev/  that 
accrued  leave  should  only  be  shown  as  a  footnote  to 
the  financial  statements  sinre  the  full  amount  would 
be  payable  only  if  the  District  Government  went  out 
of  business. 

-$67.7  million  liability  for  taxes  collected  but  appli- 
cable to  future  months 

Taxes  are  due  and  payable  when  billed,  and  the 
classification  of  such  taxes  collected  as  a  liability, 
although  proper  for  statement  purposes,  causes  the 
District's  financial  condition  to  appear  worse  than  it 
is  because  the  deficit  will  be  reduced  by  the  amount 
of  the  liability  when  the  new  fiscal  year  begins. 
Arthur  Andersen  representatives  said  that  classifying 
the  taxes  as  a  liability  was  necessary  to  attribute 
revenues  to  the  appropriate  period.   The  District  of 
Columbia  Auditor  expressed  the  view  that  by  showing 
taxes  collected  as  a  liability  a  potential  investor 
could  be  discouraged  by  the  implication  that  the  Dis- 
trict had  collected  future  taxes  to  pay  current  liabili- 
ties.  Mr.  Dearborn  expressed  the  view  that  showing  a 
liability  for  this  item  was  not  proper  because  the  funds 
were  not  only  budgeted  and  collected. but  also  spent  by 
the  District  during  September  1979. 

-$87.5  ntillion  interest  payable  on  long-term  debt 

The  District  pays  the  total  annual  interest,  due  to 
the  Treasury  on  long-term  debt,  at  the  beginning  of 
each  fiscal  year.   The  annual  payment  is  made  from 
appropriated  funds  for  the  year  in  which  the  interest 
payment  is  made.   Because  the  District  budget  provided, 
and  the  District  received,  $87.5  million  in  fiscal 
year  1980  to  pay  this  interest,  the  liability  that 
was  accrued  for  statement  purposes  as  of  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1979  does  not  represent  a  need  for  cash 
as  of  that  date.   Arthur  Aridersen  representatives 
said  that  the  interest  payment  is  the  largest  single 
District  transaction  during  a  year.   They  said  inclu- 
sion of  the  item  as  a  liability  was  proper  because 
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the  liability  had  accumulated  during  the  year.   The 
District  of  Columbia  Auditor  also  said  that  the  in- 
terest payment  is  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  and  voiced  concern  that  potential  investors 
could  be  misled  by  the  large  interest  payable  liability 
shown  on  the  financial  statements.   Mr.  Dearborn  said 
that  since  the  interest  cost  was  paid  in  fiscal  year 
1980  and  was  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1980  budget, 
it  should  be  shown  as  a  cost  for  1980. 

If  the  deficit  is  expected  to  show  the  District's  need  for 
funds  in  the  short  term,  we  believe  the  three  items  discussed 
above  should  not  be  considered  as  part  of  the  deficit.   This 
would  reduce  the  deficit  amount  to  about  $89.6  million.   It  is 
possible  that  some  of  the  other  items  reported  on  the  consolidated 
balance  sheet  contain  amounts  which  affect  the  deficit  in  a  manner 
similar  to  those  discussed  above.   The  analysis  required  to  reach 
a  firm  conclusion  on  these  other  items,  however,  would  be  very  time 
consuming  because  they  represent  the  consolidation  of  numerous 
accounts  involving  various  District  agencies  and  operations. 

As  arranged  with  your  office,  we  plan  no  further  distribution 
of  this  report  until  June  25,  1980.   At  that  time  we  will  send 
copies  to  interested  parties  and  make  copies  available  to  others 
upon  request. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  this  matter  further  with  you 
or  your  staff. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Acting  Comptroller/ Getieral 
of  the  UniVed'States 
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[EXCERPT  FROM  WASHINGTON  STAR.  JUNE  25,  1980] 


GAO  Says  D.C.  Audit 
Exaaaerates  Deficit 


By  Charles  McCollum 

Washington  Sur  Sufi  Writer 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  told 
a  House  subcommittee  that  the  District's 
accumulated  long-term  deficit  is  $89.6  mil- 
lion —  not  $284.4  million  as  reported  by  an 
auditing  firm  retained  by  the  city. 

In  an  analysis  prepared  for  the  House 
District  Appropriations  subcommittee,  the 
GAO  says  that  "the  District's  financial 
condition  is  not  as  bleak  as  this  amount 
(the  $284.4  million)  would  lead  one  to  be- 
lieve." 

The  report,  prepared  for  subcommittee 
Chairman  Julian  C.  Dixon,  IKIalif.,  sur-v 
faced  yesterday  as  Mayor  Marion  Barry  Jr. 
and  other  city  officials  were  facing  occa- 
sionally sharp  criticism  at  a  subcommittee 
hearing  on  the  city's  amended  fiscal  1981 
budget,  approved  last  week  by  the  City 
Council. 

Most  of  verbal  fire  was  directed  at  a 
planned  reduction  by  more  than  400  offi- 
cers in  the  city's  uniformed  police  force, 
with  members  of  the  subcommittee  sug- 
gesting the  budgets  of  other  agencies 
should  be  trimmed  to  avoid  the  elimina- 
tion of  any  officers. 

During  his  testimony.  Barry  revealed 
that  the  city  school  officials  will  have  to 
lay  off  over  1,300  employees  next  fiscal 
year.  School  Superintendent  Vincent  E. 
Reed  said  later  that  the  employees  to  be 
laid  off  include  45  assistant  principals  and 
■  an  undetermined  number  of  teachers. 

The  GAO's  analysis  of  the  city's  accnmu- 


lated  deficit  disagrees  wdth  that  prepared 
by  Arthur  Andersen  &  Co.  in  three 
specific  areas. 

The  GAO  argues  that  $39.6  million  for 
annual  leave  accumulated  by  city  employ- 
ees "may  never  materialize  as  an  expense 
in  this  amount  and  most  of  the  liability  is 
payable  many  years  in  the  future."  'The 
Andersen  audit  included  this  figure  as 
part  of  the  overall  deficit. 

The  agency  also  contends  $67.7  million 
in  fiscal  1980  property  taxes  collected  dur- 
ing the  last  month  of  fiscal  1979  should 
not  have  been  listed  as  a  liability  in  the 
audit 

"The  classification  of  such  taxes  col- 
lected as  a  liability,  althou^k  proper  for 
statement  purposes,  causes  tlie  Instrlct's 
financial  condition  to  appear  worse  than 
it  is  because  the  deficit  will  be  redticed  by 
the  amount  of  the  liability  when  the  fiscal 
years  begins,"  it  notes. 

Finally,  the  GAO  report  contends  that 
the  Andersen  firm  should  not  have  listed 
$87.5  million  in  interest  due  to  the  VS. 
Treasury  on  long-term  debt  because  it  was 
actually  paid  in  the  early  months  of  fiscal 
1980. 

The  auditing  firm  had  contended  that, 
since  the  debt  was  building  np  during 
1979.  it  should  appear  as-part  of  the  city's 
accumulated  deficit  through  that  year. 

SeeGA0.B3 
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GAO  Finds 
D.C.  Deficit 
Overstated 

From  B-1 

Representatives  of  Arthur  Ander- 
sen could  not  be  reached  for  com- 
ment late  yesterday  but,  in  the  face 
of  similar  criticism,  have  strongly 
defended  the  procedures  used  by  the 
company  during  its  audit. 

When  the  three  specific  liabilities 
noted  by  the  GAO  are  eliminated 
from  the  overall  deficit,  the  total  fig- 
ure is  cut  by  almost  two-thirds  — 
from  S284.4  million  to  $89.6  million. 

City  officials  said  they  did  not 
know  the  subcommittee  had  asked 
for  the  GAO  analysis  and  were  sur- 
prised when  it  turned  up  yesterday. 

Gladys  W.  Mack,  city  budget  direc- 
tor, said  any  comment  on  the  GAO 
findings  would  come  "after  a  review 
by  the  city .  .  .  and  by  our  auditors." 

.  Barry  noted  that  "S284  million  are 
our  figures,  our  auditors' figures.  We 
didnt  make  them  up." 

But  members  of  the  subcommittee 
indicated  privately  that  the  GAO's 
analysis  is  sure  to  have  an  impact 
when  Barry  meets  next  week  with 
key  members  of  Congress  on  the 
accumulated  deficit 

City  officials  and  the  District's 
financial  advisers  have  maintained 
for  some  time  that  D.C.  will  need 
federal  assistance  to  eliminate  the 
deficit 

Most  of  yesterday's  hearing  on  a 
plan  to  reduce  the  city's  original  fis- 


cal 1981  budget  of  $1.5  billion  by  $62 
million  was  taken  up  by  subcommit- 
tee members'  attacks  on  a  proposal 
to  reduce  the  District  police  force. 
Two  key  subcommittee  members 

—  Carl  D.  Pursell,  R-Mich.,  the  rank- 
ing minority  member,  and  former 
chairman  William  H.  Natcher.  D-Ky. 

—  both  objected  to  the  cutbacks.  The 
city  wants  to  reduce  its  force  by  200 
officers  through  attrition  and  by  204 
through  layoffs. 

"I  wouldn't  reduce  the  police  de- 
-  partment  by  a  single  officer," 
Natcher  told  Barry.  "The  people  of 
this  city  who  pay  taxes  have  a  right 
to  come  downtown  and  go  to  the  the- 
ater in  safety." 

Pursell  accused  Barry  of  putting 
too  much  blame  on  Congress  for  the 
city's  financial  difficulties  —  includ- 
ing the  police  layoffs  —  and  said  he 
would  consider  including  special 
provision  in  the  budget  prohibiting 
the  elimination  of  any  officers. 

Barry  replied  that  the  layoffs  in 
the  police  department  were  "in  bal- 
ance" with  those  of  other  agencies, 
noting  the  school  system  was  faced 
with  eliminating  ove'r  1,300  employ- 
ees. , 

After  the  hearing,  the  mayor  said 
he  felt  the  subcommittee  understood 
the  need  to  balance  the  budget  and 
.  would  eventually  accept  the  police 
■  ctitbacks.  .  ,..  ,, 

Barf-y  added  he  bad  been  told 
earlier  in  the  day  by  Reed  that  lay- 
offs in  the  school  system  would 
reach  over  1,300  —  far  more  thab 
originally  projected  —  because  of  an 
additional  S8  million  cut  in  tbe 
school  budget  r    .    ■ 

Reed  said^later  that  the  total  .fig- 
ure was  1,333,  including  S2  members 
of  the  administrative  staff  and  45  as- 
sistant principals,  mostly  at  the  ele- 
mentary school  level. 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICE 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  /^'^^  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR 

BUDGET  &  RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT 
1350  E  STREET.  N.W.  -  ROOM  423 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.    20004 


JIN  30  BBO 


Honorable  Julian  Dixon 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

for  the  District  of  Columbia 
U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 
Room  423,  Cannon  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

We  have  reviewed  the  analysis  of  the  General  Accounting  Office,  prepared 
for  the  House  Appropriations  Subcommittee  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  on 
the  accumulated  deficit  of  the  District  as  of  September  30,  1979.  We  feel 
obliged  to  make  several  points: 

On  page  2  of  the  GAO  letter.  It  Is  clearly  stated  that  "...  the  $284.4 
million  deficit  represents  the  results  of  operations  reported  In  accordance 
with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles  .  .  .  ."  This  Is  the  major 
point  that  the  Mayor  has  been  making  since  his  May  20th  statement  to  the  City 
Council.   In  this  regard,  attached  hereto  Is  a  recent  release  from  Standard 
&  Poor's,  one  of  the  major  rating  agencies,  clearly  setting  forth  its  con- 
clusions that  the  accrual  basis  is  the  superior  method  of  accounting  for  the 
economic  resources  of  any  organization  and  its  policy  requiring  that  finan- 
cial statements  be  audited;  relevant  portions  have  been  underlined  for  your 
reference. 

The  GAO  states  in  two  places  that  some  parts  of  the  deficit  figure  may  not 
"...  represent  a  short-term  need  for  cash  .  .  ."or  the  "...  need  for  funds 
In  the  short-term  .  .  .  ."   We  believe  that  much  of  the  misunderstanding  of 
what  a  deficit  is  results  from  the  fact  the  media  and  some  others  have  con- 
tinued to  confuse  the  economic  deficit  of  $284  million  and  the  District's 
needs  for  cash.  The  deficit  of  $284  million  Is  the  amount  by  which  the      k  \ 
li  District's  liabilities,  whenever  payable,  exceed  its  assets  as  of  Septem-    I  * 
'   ber  30,  1979.  A  separate,  but  very  Important  issue,  is  the  need  to  plan 
our  cash  flow,  i.e.,  issues  such  as  "How  soon  will  the  accounts  receivable 
be  collected  to  provide  cash?"  and  "How  soon  will  the  individual  liabili- 
ties require  cash  payments?"  The  Mayor  has  Indicated  that  the  meaning  of 
the  accumulated  deficit  and  our  plans  for  dealing  with  it  would  be  deter- 
mined in  a  60-day  planning  process.   It  is  too  early  to  speculate  what 
these  results  will  be. 
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There  Is  no  dispute  over  whether  the  liabilities  listed  in  the  financial 
statements  are  real  —  everyone  accepts  that  fact.   The  discussion  Is  over 
whether  some  of  these  Items  should  be  reported  on  the  balance  sheet  or  dis- 
closed in  a  footnote.   This  Is  an  accounting  principle  on  which  accountants 
disagree.   You  may  be  interested  that  the  GAO  requires  all  Federal  agencies 
to  record  accrued  annual  leave  and  interest  as  a  liability;  pertinent  sec- 
tions of  the  legislation  covering  this  matter  are  attached.   Accordingly, 
the  District  has  recorded  accrued  leave  and  Interest  consistently  over  the 
years.   The  District's  policy  on  these  matters  will  be  discussed  in  the 
Financial  Plan.   These  technical  disputes  should  not  distract  from  the 
major  conclusion  the  Mayor  has  made  —  the  District  can  no  longer  obligate 
itself  to  spend  in  one  year  more  than  the  revenue  it  receives  in  that  year. 

If  you  have  any  concerns  relating  to  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  me. 

Sincerely 


.^kt^icM^  oo^jyucU 


Gladys  W.  flack 

Assistant  City  Administrator 


Americo  S.  Miconl 
Staff  Assistant 


/ 
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United  states  General  accounting  office 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.    20548 


GENERAL  GOVERNMENT 
DIVISION 


3^: 

B-l 99249 


■•■«-;-  1  ^  liicii 


JUL  11  iqoo 

JUL!;,-  C.  DiXON  ^®° 


The  Honorable  Julian  C.  Dixon 
Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  the 

District  of  Columbia 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

We  recently  provided  you  a  report  on  our  observations  on  the 
reported  deficit  in  District  of  Columbia  government  operations 
(GGD-80-85,  dated  June  23,  1980).  In  the  report  we  discussed  three 
specific  items  and  pointed  out  that  the  District  would  not  have  to 
deal  with  the  reported  $284.4  million  deficit  from  a  short-term  cash 
needs  point  of  view,  but  rather  with  a  lesser  amount,  in  the  magnitude 
of  Ji90  million.  However,  one  newspaper  article  v/as  written  in  a  manner 
that  implied  that  the  General  Accounting  Office  considered  the  account- 
ing treatment  afforded  these  three  items  to  be  improper.  We  are  writing 
to  assure  you  that  such  is  not  the  case.  The  treatment  afforded  the 
three  items  was  proper  from  an  accrual  accounting  standpoint.  The  items 
do  not,  however,  represent  an  immediate  need  for  cash. 

We  hope  that  this  letter  clarifies  any  confusion  that  may  have  re- 
sulted from  the  incorrect  implication  that  this  Office  was  in  disagree- 
ment with  the  presentation  or  accounting  treatment  of  the  three  items 
specifically  discussed  in  our  report. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  let  us 
know. 

Sincerely  yours. 


William  J.  Anderson 
Director 
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D.C  Budget  Office 
July    12,    1980 


DISTRICT  GENERAL  FUND  DEFICIT 


QUESTION: 

TT.  Why  were  budget  deficits  planned  for  these  years,  particularly  1979 
and  1980?  Please  provide  data  to  the  Committee  showing,  at  the  time  the 
budgets  were  submitted  to  the  Congress,  whether  the  District  anticipated 
a  deficit. 

ANSWER:  ,/ 

[I  la.  In  FY  1970  the  District  changed  its  budget  procedures,  with  the  con-     |[ 
//  currence  of  the  Federal  Government  from  an  obligation  basis  to  a  cash  basis.   ' 
This  new  basis  required  the  District  to  balance  its  budget  only  In  terms  of 
cash  disbursements  for  the  fiscal  year  and  not  on  an  obligation  basis. 
Annual  budgets  submitted  to  Congress  included  a  financial  plan  that  showed 
the  District's  budget  balanced  on  a  cash  basis.  These  financial  plans  are 
contained  in  the  records  of  the  Congressional  hearings  and  the  plans  for 
FY  1979  and  FY  1980  are  attached.  However,  it  has  become  clear  that  balancing 
the  budget  on  a  cash  disbursements  basis  can  and  does  result  In  a  planned 
deficit.  This  becomes  clear  when  budgets  balanced  on  a  cash  basis  are  con- 
verted to  an  obligation  basis.  For  instance,  the  FY  1979  Financial  Plan       i 
shows  an  end  of  year  cash  balance  of  $5,919,000.  Based  on  the  Charter  this    I 
represented  a  balanced  budget.  However,  converting  the  plan  to  the  obligation  ( 
basis  produces  a  planned  deficit  of  $39  million. 

Most  state  and  local  governments  use  an  obligation  basis  of  budgeting. 
This  means  that  expenditures  are  recognized  when  incurred  and  revenues  recognized 
when  earned  and  not  when  cash  is  disbursed  or  received. 

The  District's  Home  Rule  Charter  (Section  442(a)  13)  permits  the 
District  to  balance  Its  budget  on  a  "obligation  or  cash  outlay  basis." 
This  practice  continued  until  the  Information  in  the  FY  1979  Financial 
Report  showed  the  accumulated  deficit  of  $284  million.  Discussions  with 
the  City's  Auditor  and  Financial  Advisor  indicated  that  a  change  In  budgeting 
procedures  was  essential  In  order  to  successfully  market  bonds.  Such  a 
change  is  reflected  In  the  FY  1981  Amendment  which  is  balanced  on  an  obligation 
basis.  This  basis  of  balancing  budgets  will  be  the  District's  budget  policy 
In  the  future. 

Based  on  the  procedures  and  policies  then  In  effect,  the  District  did 
not  submit  a  deficit  budget  from  FY  1970  through  FY  1980.  A  review  of  the 
financial  plans  approved  by  the  Congress  clearly  demonstrates  that.  Further, 
the  District  has  never  exceeded  Its  Congressional 1y  approved  appropriation 
authority  In  any  of  those  fiscal  years.  However,  as  the  example  of  FY  1979    I  I 
shows.  It  Is  clear  that  when  the  budgets  for  the  years  from  FY  1970  forward    I  I 
are  converted  to  a  basis  using  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  and   I  * 
the  obligation  basis  of  budgeting,  then  the  budgeted  deficits  referred  to 
by  Arthur  Andersen  &  Co.  become  apparent.  They  were  not  planned  In  the 
sense  that  the  District  purposefully  presented  to  Congress  an  unbalanced 
budget,  ^ 
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QUESTION: 

Tbl  Does  the  District  compare  planned  and  actual  receipts  and  expenditures 
during  the  year  to  track  and  assess  It  financial  condition?  What  actions 
did  the  District  take  during  fiscal  years  1979  and  1980  to  either  relieve 
spending  or  increase  receipts  to  minimize  the  amount  of  the  deficit?  Please 
provide  the  details.  Describe  the  controls  the  District  has  in  place  to 
prevent  budget  deficits  when  there  is  a  shortfall  in  receiptsT 

ANSWER: 

TbI  The  District  does  compare  planned  and  actual  receipts  and  expenditures 
during  the  year  to  assess  its  financial  condition.  In  terms  of  the  cash 
based  financial  plan  prepared  annually  for  Congress,  the  city  has  not  flverspent  its 
planned  appropriations.  Further,  in  the  years  between  FY  1970  and  FY  1979 
the  District  had  a  favorable  result  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  In  all 
but  two  of  the  years  based  on  its  financial  plan.  However,  despite  maintain- 
ing controls  which  resulted  in  favorable  results  on  a  cash  basis,  the  District 
still  ended  FY  1979  with  an  accumulated  deficit  of  $284  million. 

The  District  does  monitor  very  closely  revenues  and  expenditures.  In 
FY  1980,  detailed  monitoring  procedures  are  beng  developed  with  the  help  of 
the  Fimancial  Management  System  contractor.  These  procedures  will  require 
agencies  and  the  city's  Budget  Office  to  monitor  expenditures,  identify 
possible  future  problems  and  develop  plans  to  insure  that  the  District's 
budget  is  not  overspent.  Revenues  are  also  monitored  closely  to  ensure 
that  collections  are  proceeding  according  to  plans.  Upon  recognition 
that  there  is  the  possibility  of  a  revenue  shortfall,  adjustments  to  the 
spending  plans  of  agencies  are  made  in  accordance  with  the  revised  revenue 
estimates. 

In  response  to  the  identification  of  a  budget  deficit  for  FY  1980, 
the  Mayor  prepared  a  savings  plan  which  required  agencies  to  reduce  spending 
by  a  total  of  $26.1  million,  proposed  an  increase  in  local  tax  revenues  by 
$20  million  and  requested  a  supplemental  from  Congress  of  $61.8  uiillion. 
In  addition,  the  Mayor  has  issued  several  memoranda  which  place  spending 
llmitatiaons  on  agencies  and  require  exemptions  to  the  limitations  to  be 
approved  by  the  Budget  Office  and  the  City  Administrator.  These  limitations 
include  all  personal  services  expenditures  including  overtime  and  all 
operating  expenses,  such  restrictions  will  continue  for  the  foreseeable 
future. 

QUESTION: 

Icl  Recent  reports  In  the  media  suggest  that  some  D.C.  Government  activities 
are  spending  at  rates  that  would  exceed  authorization  if  they  are  maintained. 
Why  are  financial  controls  not  functioning  to  prevent  these  early  overruns 
in  expenditures? 

ANSWER: 

At  the  current  time,  the  city's  reviewing  budget  projections  to  determine 
whether  any  agencies  will  overspend  their  Congressionally  approved  authoriza- 
tions.    Analysis  to  date  indicates  that  two  agencies,  the  Departments  of  Human 
Services  and  Corrections,  may  overspend. 
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With  respect  to  Corrections,  it  was  anticipated  that  the 
amount  requested  for  the  FY  1980  Supplemental  and  the  savings  to  be  realized 
from  reducing  the  Department's  personnel  complement  would  be  sufficient 
to  ensure  that  the  agency  did  not  exceed  its  spending  authorization.  However, 
the  city  has  been  unable  to  reduce  the  Corrections'  work  force  because  of 
litigation  in  the  Courts  and  the  supplemental  request  was  substantially 
reduced.  Without  adversely  affecting  the  rights  and  privileges  of  D.C. 
prisoners,  there  is  no  way  to  reduce  other  than  personal  services  costs 
associated  with  operating  the  city's  Corrections  facilities. 

With  respect  to  Human  Services,  most  of  the  anticipated  overspending 
is  in  programs  which  are  operated  pursuant  to  federal  and  local  laws  and 
provide  subsidies  and  transfer  payments  to  D.C.  citizens.  Such  expenditures 
mustbe.made  in  accordance  with  law.  While  future  efforts  will  be  made  to 
alter  these  programs  to  control  their  growth,  there  is  nothing  that  can 
be  done  for  FY  1980. 

The  review  of  agency  spending  against  authorizations  is  continuing. 
It  has  been  particularly  difficult  to  implement  the  necessary  financial 
controls  for  several  reasons. 

Because  of  the  18-month  planning  cycle  which  includes  District  Council 
review  and  Congressional  review,  it  is  hard  to  prepare  and  present  a  budget 
based  on  appropriate  data.  For  instance,  the  FY  1982  budget  will  be  pre- 
sented to  the  Council  before  FY  1980  is  completed  and  at  the  same  tine 
FY  1981  is  being  approved  by  Congress.   Thus,  agencies  have  little  useful 
data  on  which  to  base  their  submissions. 

Secondly,  the  federal  payment  represents  about  20%  of  the  District's 
revenues.  There  is  no  way  to  accurately  estimate  the  amount  which  may  be 
given  in  any  fiscal  year.  In  fact,  because  the  final  amount  of  the  payment 
Is  not  determined  until  just  prior  to  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year,  adequate 
plans  for  implementing  the  planned  budget  are  difficult  to  develop. 

Thirdly,  the  District's  financial  management  structure  is  undergoing 
substantial  changes.  FY  1980  is  the  first  year  of  implementation  of  the 
Financial  Management  System.  This  is  an  extremely  sophisticated  system 
and  the  District  has  experienced  some  problems  in  its  implementation. 
Because  of  problems  with  data  and  the  structuring  of  financial  information, 
the  city  is  having  difficulty  determining  its  financial  status  for  FY  1980, 
although  it  does  have  some  idea.  Also,  the  District  is  changing  its  fin- 
ancial basis  from  cash  to  accrual,  a  process  which  has  caused  further 
difficulties. 

1 1       It  is  expected  that  FY  1980  is  a  transition  year  in  District  financial  \\ 
\j     management.  The  change  to  the  accrual  basis  and  changes  in  FMS  will         [  I 
//   improve  financial  management  for  FY  1980.  If  the  planning  cycle  were  to 
be  reduced  to  a  more  normal  timeframe  and  a  predictable  federal  payment 
process  were  to  be  developed,  the  District  would  be  able  to  manage  its 
finances  as  well,  if  not  better  than,  most  other  state  and  local  governments. 


139 


D.C.  Budget  Office 
July  12,  1991 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  GOVERNMENT 
BUDGET  BALANCING  PLAN 


The  District  of  Columbia  intends  to  keep  its  budget  in  balance 
in  the  coining  years  through  a  variety  of  means  focused 
primarily  on  controllingspending.   Vital  to  balancing  the 
budget,  however,  will  be  a  federal  payment  which  keeps  pace 
with  local  revenue  growth.   A  formula  federal  payment  is  an 
essential  element  of  any  plan  to  keep  the  District  solvent 

The  District  of  Columbia  intends  to  keep  its  budget  in  balance 
in  the  coming  years  through  a  variety  of  means  focused 
primarily  on  controlling  spending.   Vital  to  balancing  the 
budget,  however,  will  be  a  federal  payment  which  keeps  pace 
with  local  revenue  growth.   A  formula  federal  payment  is  an 
essential  element  of  any  plan  to  keep  the  District  solvent. 

The  overall  approach  to  maintaining  balanced  budgets  will 
involve  both  spending  and  revenue  measures.   Future  budgets 
will  be  based  on  solidly  conservative  revenue  estimates. 
Realistic  spending  estimates  will  be  used  in  developing  agency 
budgets.   The  self  regulating  mechanism  which  will  be  used  to 
ensure  that  the  District's  budget  remains  in  balance  will  be 
the  apportionment  of  annual  agency  budgets  into  four  quarters, 
with  a  portion  of  their  budgets  reserved  until  the  District  is 
assured  the  agency's  budget  as  well  as  the  District's  overall 
budget  will  be  balanced.   Quarterly  assessments  of  revenue  and 
spending  will  be  made  with  remedial  action  taken  if  necessary 
to  hold  back  the  allotment  of  the  reserve,  further  reduce 
spending  and/or  increase  revenue,  and  to  adjust  the  budget  if 
necessary. 

Spending  and  revenue  measures  used  to  keep  the  budget  in  balance 
will  be  as  follows: 
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Spcnding  Measures : 

«.   Spending  Projections 

1.  Estimate  budget  needs  accurately  through  improved 
planning  process. 

2.  Utilize  multi-year  forecasts  to  modify  current  year 
plans. 

b.   Spending  Controls 

1.  Continue  current  controls  on  spending. 

2.  Require  quarterly  apportionment  of  agency 
appropriated  and  grant  budgets  to  prevent  anti- 
deficiency  violations  and  grant  defaults. 

3.  Continue  hiring  freeze. 

b.   Spending  Reductions 

1.  Reorganize  and  downsize  the  work  force. 

2.  Consolidate  service  delivery  and  eliminate 
duplication  of  effort. 

3.  Improve  economy  and  efficiency  throughout  the 
government . 

4.  Control  debt  service  cost  by  limiting  capital  budget 
spending  through  prioritization  and  planning  process. 

5.  Issue  General  Fund  Recovery  Bonds  and  eliminate  short 
term  borrowing. 

Revenue  Measures: 

m 

a.  Revenue  Projections 

1.   Use  conservative  revenue  estimates. 

b.  Revenue  Collections 

1.  Maximize  collection  of  delinquent  revenue. 

2.  Improve  revenue  collection  systems. 

c.  Revenue  Increases 

1.  Review  and  update  user  fees  regularly. 

2.  Pursue  non-tax  revenues  to  diversify  sources  of 
funding  for  programs . 

3.  Expand  the  revenue  base  through  economic  development. 

Self-Regulating  Mechanism: 

The  self-regulating  mechanism  that  will  be  adopted  requires 
the  apportionment  of  approved  annual  agency  budgets  beginning 
Octtober  1,  1991.   This  provision  will  kick  in  at  the  beginning 
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of  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  not  waiting  until  a  time  later 
in  the  fiscal  year,  in  order  to  provide  maximum  assurance  that 
a  balanced  budget  will  be  achieved. 

Specifically,  the  mechanism  will  involve  apportioning  each 
agency's  budget  on  a  quarterly  basis  with  a  portion  of  each 
budget  reserved.  The  reserved  amount  will  be  allocated  to 
agencies  later  in  the  fiscal  year  only  when  it  is  determined 
that  their  budget  will  be  in  balance  for  the  year  and  that  the 
District  of  Columbia  is  assured  of  a  balanced  budget. 


The  mechanisms  that  will  be  used  to  control  spending  or  to 
offset  revenues  falling  below  estimate  are: 

a.  A  continued  hiring  freeze. 

b.  Reorganization  and  downsizing  of  the  work  force. 

'c.    Issuance  of  recovery  bonds  and  implementation  of  capital 
spending  prioritization  planning. 

d.  Use  of  Mayor's  authority  to  reduce  spending  of  all 
agencies  (including  proposed  authority  over  independent 
agencies) . 

e.  Quarterly  apportionment  plans  for  appropriated  and  grant 
funds  to  prevent  anti-deficiency  violations  and  grant 
defaults. 

f .  Quarterly  assessment  of  financial  status  with  remedial 
action  proposed  to  reduce  spending,  revise  budget, 
and/or  raise  additional  revenue. 


D.C.  Budget  Office 
July  12,  1991 
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NEW  ISSUE— BOOK-ENTRY  ONLY  Ratings:  See  "Ratings"  herein. 

In  the  opinion  ol  Co-Bond  Counsel,  under  existing  law,  interest  on  the  Notes  (a)  is  excluded  from  gross  income  lor 
Federal  income  tax  purposes,  and  (b)  is  not  an  item  ol  tax  preference  lor  purposes  ol  the  Federal  alternative  minimum  'ncome 
tax  imposed  on  individuals  and  corporations,  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  District  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  ol  1986.  as  amended.  See  "Tax  Exemption"  herein.  In  the  opinion  ot  Co-Bond  Counsel,  under  existing 
law,  the  Notes  and  the  Interest  thereon  are  exempt  from  all  District  taxation,  except  estate,  inheritance  and  gilt  taxes. 

$200,000,000 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

(Washington,  D.C.) 


1994  GENERAL  OBLIGATION 

TAX  REVENUE  ANTICIPATION  NOTES 

(SERIES  1994A) 

Dated:  Delivery  Date  Due:  September  30,  1994 

The  Notes  will  be  issued  only  as  fully  registered  Notes,  registered  in  the  name  of  Cede  &  Co.,  as  Registered 
Owner  and  nominee  for  The  Depository  Trust  Company  ("DTC"),  New  York,  New  York.  Purchases  of  beneficial 
interests  in  the  Notes  will  be  made  in  tx>ok-entry-only  form,  in  denominations  of  $5,000  or  any  integral  multiple 
thereof.  Purchasers  of  beneficial  interests  will  not  receive  certificates  representing  their  interests  in  ttfe  Notes. 
So  long  as  Cede  &  Co.  is  the  Registered  Owner,  as  nominee  of  DTC,  references  herein  to  the  Registered  Owners 
shall  mean  Cede  &  Co.,  and  shall  not  mean  the  Beneficial  Owners  (as  defined  herein)  of  the  Notes.  See 
"Description  of  the  Notes — Terms — Book-Entry-Only  System"  herein.  The  Notes  are  not  subject  to  redemption 
prior  to  maturity. 

The  Notes  constitute  general  obligations  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  is  pledged  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  when  due.  The 
Notes  are  further  secured  by  a  pledge  of  specified  tax  revenues  to  be  deposited  in  an  Escrow  Account  with 
NationsBank  Trust  Company,  N.A.,  as  Escrow  Agent,  Paying  Agent  and  Registrar  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  an  Escrow  Agent,  Paying  Agent  and  Registrar  Agreement  dated  as  of  May  1.  1994. 

To  provide  for  payment  of  the  Notes,  the  District  has  entered  into  a  Letter  of  Credit  and  Reimbursement 
Agreement  with  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  (the  "Bank" ) ,  acting  through  its  New  York  Branch,  pursuant  to  which 
the  Bank  will  issue  to  the  Paying  Agent  referred  to  below  an  irrevocable,  direct  pay  Letter  of  Credit  and, 
pursuant  to  a  drawing  under  such  Letter  of  Credit,  pay  directly  to  DTC  or  the  Paying  Agent  (or,  if  DTC  shall  no 
longer  serve  as  securities  depository  for  the  Notes  as  herein  provided,  to  such  other  designee  ot  the  Paying 
Agent  who  shall  be  responsible  for  making  disbursements  to  Beneficial  Owners  of  the  Notes)  on  the  due  date 
moneys  equal  to  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes.  See  "Security  and  Sources  of  Payment — The  Letter 
of  Credit"  herein.  Disbursement  of  payments  on  the  Notes  to  the  DTC  Participants  is  the  responsibility  of  DTC 
and  disbursements  of  such  payments  to  the  Beneficial  Owners  is  the  responsibility  of  the  DTC  Participants  and 
the  Indirect  Participants,  as  more  fully  described  herein.  Upon  paying  the  drawing  under  the  Letter  of  Credit, 
the  Bank  will  become  the  owner  of  the  Notes,  and  the  Registrar  will  register  the  Notes  in  the  name  of  the  Bank. 
Both  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  will  be  payable  to  the  Bank  on  September  30,  1994,  in  Federal 
Reserve  funds  at  the  principal  office  of  NationsBank  Trust  Company,  N.A.  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Paying  Agent. 

The  Notes  are  offered  when,  as  and  if  issued  and  delivered  by  the  District  and  subject  to  receipt  of  approving 
legal  opinions  of  Lewis,  White,  Clay,  RoxtxDrough  &  Tillerson,  Washington,  DC.  and  Dantzler  Law  Offices, 
Washington  D.C,  Co-Bond  Counsel.  The  Corporation  Counsel  will  deliver  an  opinion  as  to  certain  legal  matters 
pertaining  to  the  District  of  Columbia.  Certain  matters  will  be  passed  on  for  the  Bank  by  its  counsel.  Whitman  Breed 
Abtwtt  &  Morgan,  Washington,  D.C.  and  New  York,  New  York.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  Notes  will  be  available  for 
delivery  on  or  about  May  5,  1994. 

May  3,  1994 
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No  dealer,  broker,  salesman  or  other  person  has  been  authorized  to  make  any  representa- 
tions, other  than  those  contained  in  this  Official  Statement  in  connection  with  the  offering  of  the 
Notes,  and  if  given  or  made,  such  other  information  or  representations  should  not  be  relied  upon. 
This  Official  Statement,  which  includes  the  cover  page  and  the  Appendices,  does  not  constitute 
an  offer  to  sell  or  a  solicitation  of  any  offer  to  buy  the  Notes  nor  shall  there  be  any  sale  of  the 
Notes  herein  described  by  any  person  in  any  jurisdiction  in  which  it  is  unlawful  for  such  person  to 
make  such  offer,  solicitation  or  sale.  The  information  set  forth  herein  is  believed  to  be  reliable, 
but  is  not  guaranteed  as  to  accuracy  or  completeness.  The  information  and  expressions  of 
opinion  herein  are  subject  to  change  without  notice  and  neither  the  delivery  of  this  Official 
Statement  nor  any  sale  made  hereunder  shall,  under  any  circumstances,  create  any  implication 
that  there  has  been  no  change  In  the  affairs  of  the  District  of  Columbia  since  the  date  hereof. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

OFFICIAL  STATEMENT 
Relating  to  the  Issuance  of 

$200,000,000 

1994  GENERAL  OBLIGATION 

TAX  REVENUE  ANTICIPATION  NOTES 

(SERIES  1994A) 

This  Official  Statement,  which  includes  the  Cover  Page  and  the  Appendices,  has  been  prepared 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  (the  "District  of  Columbia"  or  "District" )  in  connection  with  the  issuance 
and  sale  of  $200,000,000  aggregate  principal  amount  of  its  1994  General  Obligation  Tax  Revenue 
Anticipation  Notes  {Series  1994A)  (the  "Notes").  Quotations,  summaries  and  explanations  of 
various  documents,  or  provisions  thereof,  in  this  Official  Statement  do  not  purport  to  be  complete 
and  are  qualified  by  reference  to  the  complete  text  of  such  writings.  This  Official  Statement  should 
be  read  in  its  entirety  and  no  one  subject  discussed  herein  should  be  considered  less  important  than 
any  other  by  reason  of  its  location  in  the  text. 

INTRODUCTION 

The  District  of  Columbia  was  created  in  1791  and  has  served  as  the  capital  of  the  United  States 
of  America  since  1800.  Since  January  2, 1975,  it  has  been  governed  in  accordance  with  the  District 
of  Columbia  Self-Government  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act,  an  Act  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  (the  "Congress"),  signed  by  the  President  on  December  24, 1973,  as  amended  (the 
"Home  Rule  Act"),  which  created  a  Mayor/Council  form  of  government  with  broad  legislative 
powers.  The  District  exercises  the  functions  of  state,  county  and  municipal  governments.  See 
"Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia." 

The  District  has  a  diversified  economic  base.  The  District  is  the  central  city  of  the  eighth  most 
populated  metropolitan  area  in  the  United  States  and  has  the  eighth  highest  per  capita  income  of  any 
state.  Within  the  District  in  1992,  private  enterprises  employed  approximately  58%  of  the  work  force. 
Approximately  34%  of  the  employment  was  provided  by  the  Federal  government,  approximately  8%  by 
the  District  government  and  less  than  1%  by  other  governments.  The  private  sector  of  the  District's 
economy  is  heavily  service  oriented,  with  professional  services,  finance,  insurance,  real  estate  and  retail 
sales  constituting  approximately  86%  of  private  employment.  The  convention  and  tourism  industries  and 
institutions  of  higher  education  and  hospitals  are  also  major  employers. in  the  District.  The  headquarters 
of  over  2,500  national  trade  associations,  voluntary  organizations  and  labor  organizations  are  located  in 
the  District.  See  Appendix  B,  "Population  and  Economic  Information." 

The  District's  General  Fund  for  fiscal  year  1993  had  a  broad  revenue  base  with  approximately 
59.5%  derived  from  local  taxes.  8.1%  derived  from  fees,  fines  and  miscellaneous  sources,  and 
32.5%  derived  from  the  Federal  government,  including  the  annual  Federal  Payment  in  lieu  of  taxes 
and  Federal  grants.  The  largest  revenue  sources  are  income  and  franchise  taxes,  sales  and  use 
taxes,  real  and  personal  property  taxes,  the  Federal  Payment  and  Federal  grants.  The  largest 
expenditures  by  purpose  are  human  support  services,  public  safety  and  public  education.  See 
"Sources  of  General  Fund  Revenue"  and  "General  Fund  Expenditures." 

Prior  to  1975,  the  District's  financial  operations  were  controlled  by  the  Federal  government. 
Since  then,  extensive  improvements  have  been  made  in  the  accounting,  budget  and  financial  control 
functions  of  the  District.  The  District  has  implemented  a  computer-based  financial  management 
system,  assumed  control  from  the  United  States  Treasury  of  its  cash  and  investments  and  adopted 
a  modified  accrual-based  budget  system.  Since  fiscal  year  1980,  the  financial  statements  of  the 
District  have  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles  ("GAAP") 
and  audited  by  independent  certified  public  accountants.  The  District  has  been  awarded  the 
Certificate  of  Achievement  for  Excellence  in  Financial  Reporting  by  the  Government  Finance  Officers 
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Association  ("GFOA")  for  its  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Reports  for  fiscal  years  1981 
through  1992.  Governments  which  meet  GFOA  standards  are  expected  to  be  awarded  the  GFOAs 
Certificate  of  Excellence  in  financial  reporting  in  October  1994.  The  fiscal  year  of  the  District  is 
October  1  to  September  30;  for  example,  fiscal  year  1993  ended  September  30,  1993.  See 
"Financial  Matters  and  Procedures." 

Copies  of  the  District's  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Reports  may  be  obtained  by  request 
submitted  in  writing  to  the  Office  of  the  Treasurer,  One  Judiciary  Square,  441  4th  St.,  N.W., 
Room  360,  Washington,  DC.  20001 .  attention  D.C.  Treasurer.  Copies  of  the  Official  Statement  may 
be  obtained  from  the  Municipal  Securities  Rulemaking  Board. 

Over  the  five-year  period  from  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1983  through  fiscal  year  1987  and  in 
fiscal  years  1989,  1991,  1992  and  1993  the  General  Fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia  realized  an 
excess  of  revenues  over  expenditures  and  other  uses  in  each  fiscal  year.  The  audited  financial 
statements  of  the  District  for  fiscal  years  1988  and  1990  reflect  a  General  Fund  deficiency  of 
revenues  under  expenditures  and  other  uses  of  $14.3  million  and  $118.2  million,  respectively.  See 
"Financial  Operations  of  the  District  of  Columbia — Fiscal  Years  1984-1993  Operations." 

The  District  issued  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes  in  fiscal  years  1984  through  1991  to  finance 
cash  flow  requirements.  On  September  26,  1991,  the  District  issued  $336,605,000  of  its  General 
Obligation  General  Fund  Recovery  Bonds  to  fund  an  accumulated  operating  deficit  of  $331 ,600,000 
as  of  September  30,  1990.  See  "Financial  Matters  and  Procedures — Independent  Audit  and 
Accounting  Practices."  In  each  circumstance,  all  borrowings  were  paid  when  due,  prior  to  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year.  During  fiscal  year  1992,  the  District  did  not  issue  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes. 
During  fiscal  year  1993,  the  District  borrowed  approximately  $140  million  from  the  Capital  Projects 
Fund  to  fund  seasonal  cash  flow  requirements.  Such  funds  were  repaid  by  September  30, 1993.  The 
District  reserves  the  right  to  issue  additional  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes  for  fiscal  year  1994  on  a 
parity  with  the  Notes.  The  issuance  of  additional  notes  will  require  the  enactment  of  legislation 
authorizing  such  Notes. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  NOTES 


Authorization 


Section  472  of  the  Home  Rule  Act  authorizes  the  District  of  Columbia  to  issue  general  obligation 
revenue  anticipation  notes  for  a  fiscal  year  to  pay  general  governmental  expenses  in  anticipation  of 
the  collection  or  receipt  of  revenues  for  such  fiscal  year  and  requires  that  such  notes  be  due  and 
payable  in  the  fiscal  year  in  which  they  are  issued.  See  "Indebtedness — Summary  of  Statutory  Debt 
Provisions". 

The  Notes  will  be  issued  pursuant  to  the  Tax  Revenue  Anticipation  Notes  Act  of  1994, 
D.C.  Act  10-227,  effective  April  22, 1994  (the  "Note  Act"),  in  anticipation  of  the  collection  or  receipt 
of  revenues  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

Purpose 

The  Notes  are  being  issued  to  finance  (i)  seasonal  cash  flow  requirements  of  the  District 
resulting  from  timing  differences  in  the  receipt  of  revenues,  (ii)  the  payment  of  expenditures  for 
fiscal  year  1994  and  (iii)  the  costs  of  issuance.  See  "Consolidated  Cash  Flow  Statements "  herein. 
Proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  Notes  will  be  deposited  in  the  District's  General  Fund.  See  "History  of 
Short-Term  Borrowings ". 

Terms 

The  Notes  will  t>e  dated  May  5,  1994,  and  will  be  due,  without  option  of  prior  redemption,  on 
September  30,  1994.  Interest  will  be  computed  from  and  including  the  dated  date  and  to  and 
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excluding  the  maturity  date  calculated  on  the  basis  of  a  365-day  year  (actual  days  elapsed).  The 
Notes  will  be  issued  as  fully  registered  notes  and  will  be  registered  in  the  name  of  Cede  &  Co.  as 
Registered  Owner  and  nominee  for  The  Depository  Trust  Co.  ("DTC"),  New  York,  New  York. 
Beneficial  ownership  interests  in  the  Notes  will  be  available  In  book-entry-only  form,  in  the  principal 
amount  of  $5,000,  or  integral  multiples  thereof.  Purchasers  of  beneficial  ownership  interests  in  the 
Notes  will  not  receive  certificates  representing  their  interests  in  the  Notes  purchased.  See  "Book- 
Entry-Only-System"  below.  NationsBank  Trust  Company,  N.A.,  Washington,  D.C.,  is  the  Paying 
Agent,  Escrow  Agent  and  Registrar  for  the  Notes.  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  (the  "Bank"),  in  acting 
through  its  New  York  Branch,  has  issued  its  irrevocable  letter  of  credit  in  favor  of  the  Paying  Agent, 
pursuant  to  which  the  Bank  has  agreed  to  pay  in  immediately  available  funds  to  DTC  or  the  Paying 
Agent  (or  if  DTC  shall  no  longer  serve  as  securities  depository  for  the  Notes  as  hereinafter 
provided,  to  such  other  designee  of  the  Paying  Agent  who  shall  be  responsible  for  making 
disbursements  to  beneficial  owners  of  the  Notes)  on  the  due  date,  upon  presentment  of  a  certificate 
of  drawing  by  the  Paying  Agent  an  amount  equal  to  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes.  See 
"Security  and  Sources  of  Payment — The  Letter  of  Credit".  DTC  will  be  responsible  for  distributing 
payments  on  the  Notes  to  DTC  participants  for  subsequent  remittance  to  the  owners  of  beneficial 
interests  in  the  Notes.  Upon  paying  the  required  amount  to  DTC,  the  Bank  will  become  the  owner  of 
the  Notes  and  the  Registrar  will  register  the  Notes  in  the  name  of  the  Bank.  Both  principal  of  and 
interest  on  the  Notes  will  be  payable  to  the  Bank  on  September  30, 1994,  in  Federal  Reserve  funds 
at  the  principal  office  of  the  Paying  Agent. 

Book-Entry  Only  System 

The  Depository  Trust  Company  ("DTC"),  New  York,  NY,  will  act  as  securities  depository  for 
the  Notes.  The  Notes  will  be  Issued  as  fully-registered  Notes  registered  in  the  name  of  Cede  &  Co. 
(DTC's  partnership  nominee).  Two  fully-registered  note  certificates  will  be  issued  for  the  Notes,  In 
the  aggregate  principal  amount  of  the  I^Jotes,  and  will  be  deposited  with  DTC. 

DTC  is  a  limited-purpose  trust  company  organized  under  the  New  York  Banking  Law,  a 
"banking  organization"  within  the  meaning  of  the  New  York  Banking  Law,  a  member  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  a  "clearing  corporation"  within  the  meaning  of  the  New  York  Uniform  Commercial 
Code,  and  a  "clearing  agency"  registered  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section  17A  of  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934.  DTC  holds  securities  that  its  participants  ("Participants")  deposit 
with  DTC.  DTC  also  facilitates  the  settlement  among  Participants  of  securities  transactions,  such  as 
transfers  and  pledges,  in  deposited  securities  through  electronic  computerized  book-entry  changes 
in  Participants'  accounts,  thereby  eliminating  the  need  for  physical  movement  of  securities  certifi- 
cates. Direct  Participants  include  securities  brokers  and  dealers,  banks,  trust  companies,  clearing 
corporations,  and  certain  other  organizations  ("Direct  Participants").  DTC  is  owned  by  a  number  of 
its  Direct  Participants  and  by  the  New  York  Stock  Exchange,  Inc.,  the  American  Stock  Exchange, 
Inc.,  and  the  National  Association  of  Securities  Dealers,  Inc.  Access  to  the  DTC  system  Is  also 
available  to  others  such  as  securities  brokers  and  dealers,  banks,  and  trust  companies  that  clear 
through  or  maintain  a  custodial  relationship  with  a  Direct  Participant,  either  directly  or  indirectly 
("Indirect  Participants").  The  Rules  applicable  to  DTC  and  the  Participants  are  on  file  with  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

Purchase  of  the  Notes  under  the  DTC  system  must  be  made  by  or  through  Direct  Participants, 
which  will  receive  a  credit  for  the  Notes  on  DTC's  records.  The  ownership  interest  of  each  actual 
purchaser  of  each  Note  ("Beneficial  Owner")  is  in  turn  to  be  recorded  on  the  Direct  and  Indirect 
Participants'  records.  Beneficial  Owners  will  not  r'eceive  written  confirmation  from  DTC  of  their 
purchase,  but  Beneficial  Owners  are  expected  to  receive  written  confirmations  providing  details  of 
the  transaction,  as  well  as  periodic  statements  of  their  holdings,  from  the  Direct  or  Indirect 
Participant  through  which  the  Beneficial  Owner  entered  into  the  transaction.  Transfers  of  ownership 
interests  in  the  Notes  are  to  be  accomplished  by  entries  made  on  the  books  of  Participants  acting  on 
behalf  of  Beneficial  Owners.  Beneficial  Owners  will  not  receive  certificates  representing  their 
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ownership  interests  in  Notes,  except  In  the  event  that  use  of  the  book-entry  system  for  the  Notes  is 
discontinued. 

To  facilitate  subsequent  transfers,  all  Notes  deposited  by  Participants  with  DTC  are  registered 
in  the  name  of  DTC's  partnership  nominee.  Cede  &  Co.  The  deposit  of  Notes  with  DTC  and  their 
registration  in  the  name  of  Cede  &  Co.  effect  no  change  in  beneficial  ownership.  DTC  has  no 
knowledge  of  the  actual  Beneficial  Owners  of  the  Notes;  DTC's  records  reflect  only  the  identity  of 
the  Direct  Participants  to  whose  accounts  such  Notes  are  credited,  which  may  or  may  not  be  the 
Beneficial  Owners.  The  Participants  will  remain  responsible  for  keeping  account  of  their  holdings  on 
behalf  of  their  customers. 

Conveyance  of  notices  and  other  communications  by  DTC  to  Direct  Participants,  by  Direct 
Participants  to  Indirect  Participants,  and  by  Direct  Participants  and  Indirect  Participants  to  Beneficial 
Owners  will  be  governed  by  arrangements  among  them,  subject  to  any  statutory  or  regulatory 
requirements  as  may  be  in  effect  from  time  to  time. 

Redemption  notices  shall  be  sent  to  Cede  &  Co.  If  less  than  all  of  the  Notes  within  a  maturity  are 
being  redeemed,  DTC's  practice  is  to  determine  by  lot  the  amount  of  the  interest  of  each  Direct 
Participant  in  such  issue  to  be  redeemed. 

Neither  DTC  nor  Cede  &  Co.  will  consent  or  vote  with  respect  to  the  Notes.  Under  its  usual 
procedures,  DTC  mails  an  Omnibus  Proxy  to  the  District  as  soon  as  possible  after  the  record  date. 
The  Omnibus  Proxy  assigns  Cede  &  Co.'s  consenting  or  voting  rights  to  those  Direct  Participants  to 
whose  accounts  the  Notes  are  credited  on  the  record  date  (identified  in  a  listing  attached  to  the 
Omnibus  Proxy). 

Principal,  redemption  premium,  if  any,  and  interest  payments  on  the  Notes  will  be  made  to  DTC. 
DTC's  practice  is  to  credit  Direct  Participants'  accounts  on  the  payable  date  in  accordance  with  their 
respective  holdings  shown  on  DTC's  records  unless  DTC  has  reason  to  believe  that  it  will  not 
receive  payment  on  the  payable  date.  Payments  by  Participants  to  Beneficial  Owners  will  be 
governed  by  standing  instructions  and  customary  practices,  as  is  the  case  with  securities  held  for 
the  accounts  of  customers  In  bearer  form  or  registered  In  "street  name,"  and  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  such  Participant  and  not  of  DTC,  the  Paying  Agent,  or  the  District,  subject  to  any 
statutory  or  regulatory  requirements  as  may  be  in  effect  from  time  to  time.  Payment  of  principal, 
redemption  premium,  if  any,  and  interest  to  DTC  is  the  responsibility  of  the  District  or  the  Paying 
Agent,  disbursement  of  such  payments  to  Direct  Participants  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  DTC,  and 
disbursement  of  such  payments  to  the  Beneficial  Owners  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  Direct  and 
Indirect  Participants. 

DTC  may  discontinue  providing  Its  services  as  securities  depository  with  respect  to  the  Notes  at 
any  time  by  giving  reasonable  notice  to  the  District.  Under  such  circumstances,  in  the  event  that  a 
successor  securities  depository  Is  not  obtained.  Certificates  for  the  Notes  are  required  to  be  printed 
and  delivered. 

The  District  may  decide  to  discontinue  use  of  the  system  of  book-entry  transfers  through  DTC 
(or  a  successor  securities  depository).  In  that  event.  Certificates  for  the  Notes  will  be  printed  and 
delivered  to  the  Beneficial  Owners  or  their  nominees.  The  Beneficial  Owners  or  their  nominees, 
upon  registration  and  delivery  of  note  certificates,  will  become  the  registered  owners  of  the  Notes. 

The  Information  under  "Book-Entry  Only  System"  in  the  section  concerning  DTC  and  DTC's 
book-entry  system  has  been  obtained  from  sources  that  the  District  believes  to  be  reliable,  but  the 
District  takes  no  responsibility  for  the  accuracy  thereof. 

The  District,  so  long  as  a  book-entry  system  is  used  for  the  Notes,  will  send  any  notices  and 
other  communications  with  respect  to  the  Notes  only  to  DTC.  Any  failure  of  DTC  to  advise  any  DTC 
Participant  or  Indirect  Participant  or  failure  of  any  DTC  Participant  or  Indirect  Participant  to  notify  the 
Beneficial  Owner  of  any  such  notices  and  their  contents  or  effect  will  not  affect  the  Notes  or  any 
action  premised  on  such  notice.  THE  DISTRICT  WILL  HAVE  NO  RESPONSIBILITY  OR  OBLIGA- 


149 


TION  TO  DTC  PARTICIPANTS.  INDIRECT  PARTICIPANTS  OR  BENEFICIAL  OWNERS.  WITH 
RESPECT  TO  THE  PAYMENT  BY  DTC.  ANY  DTC  PARTICIPANT.  OR  INDIRECT  PARTICIPANT.  OF 
THE  PRINCIPAL  OF,  PREMIUM.  IF  ANY,  OR  ANY  INTEREST  ON  THE  NOTES  OR  THE  PROVIDING 
OF  NOTICE  TO  DTC  PARTICIPANTS.  INDIRECT  PARTICIPANTS.  OR  BENEFICIAL  OWNERS  OR 
WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE  ACCURACY  OF  ANY  RECORDS  MAINTAINED  BY  DTC  OR  ANY  DTC 
PARTICIPANT  OR  INDIRECT  PARTICIPANT. 

For  each  transfer  or  exchange  of  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  Notes,  a  Beneficial  Owner  may  be 
charged  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  any  tax.  fee  or  governmental  charge  that  may  be  imposed  in  relation 
thereto. 

In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  a  certain  letter  of  representations  by  and  between  the  District, 
the  Paying  Agent  and  DTC,  DTC  may  determine  to  discontinue  providing  its  service  with  respect  to 
the  Notes  at  any  time  by  giving  30  days  prior  notice  to  the  District  and  discharging  its  responsibilities 
with  respect  thereto  under  applicable  law.  In  addition,  the  District  may  determine  to  discontinue  the 
use  of  book-entry  transfers  through  DTC.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  Treasurer  of  the  District 
shall  appoint  a  bank  or  other  financial  institution  to  act  as  registrar  for  the  Notes  to  maintain  and 
hold  the  records  of  ownership.  In  such  event  note  certificates  will  be  delivered  to  the  Beneficial 
Owners  or  their  nominees.  The  Beneficial  Owners  or  their  nominees,  upon  registration  and  delivery 
of  note  certificates,  will  become  the  registered  owners  of  the  Notes. 

Results  of  Note  Sale 

The  Notes  bear  Interest  as  determined  by  the  bid  of  the  Underwriter  thereof.  The  following  table 
sets  forth  the  principal  amount,  stated  interest  rate,  premium  and  net  interest  cost  to  the  District  at 
which  the  Notes  initially  will  be  sold  to  the  Underwriter.  The  Notes  may  be  reoffered  to  the  public  by 
the  Underwriter  at  prices  and /or  yields  which  may  differ  from  those  set  forth  below. 

Stated 

Principal  Interest  Premium  Net  Interest 

Amount  Rate  Amount  Coat(*) 

$200,000,000  3.50%        $500,000  2.8834% 

( ' )  Calculated  as  the  cost  to  the  District  tal(ing  into  account  the  principal  amount,  the  stated  interest  rate  and  the  premium 
amount  bid. 
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SECURITY  AND  SOURCES  OF  PAYMENT 

General  Obligation  and  Other  Security 

The  Notes  are  general  obligations  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the 
District  is  pledged  for  the  prompt  payment  of  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  when  due. 
The  Notes  are  payable  from  all  funds  of  the  District  not  otherwise  legally  committed  and  constitute 
continuing  obligations  until  paid  in  accordance  with  their  terms.  The  Notes  additionally  are  secured 
by  a  pledge  of  specified  tax  revenues  to  be  deposited  in  accordance  with  an  escrow  agent,  paying 
agent  and  registrar  agreement  (the  "Escrow  Agreement")  which  creates,  together  with  the  Note 
Act,  an  escrow  account  (the  "Escrow  Account")  for  the  benefit  of  the  holders  of  the  Notes.  The 
Notes  also  are  secured  by  and  payable  from  an  irrevocable  direct  pay  letter  of  credit.  See  "Security 
and  Sources  of  Payment — The  Letter  of  Credit"  and  Appendix  A  attached  hereto.  The  credit  of  the 
United  States  is  not  pledged  for  the  payment  of  principal  of  or  interest  on  the  Notes,  nor  is  the 
United  States  responsible  or  liable  for  the  payment  thereof. 

The  Letter  of  Credit 

The  Bank  has  agreed  to  issue,  in  favor  of  the  Escrow  Agent  and  Paying  Agent  and  subject  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  letter  of  credit  and  reimbursement  agreement  dated  as  of  f^ay  1,  1994, 
between  the  District,  f^ayor  and  the  Bank  (the  "Credit  Agreement"),  an  irrevocable,  transferable, 
direct  pay  letter  of  credit  for  purposes  of  payment  of  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  (the 
"Letter  of  Credit").  The  Letter  of  Credit  will  be  an  irrevocable  obligation  of  the  Bank  to  pay  to  DTC 
(or,  if  DTC  shall  no  longer  serve  as  securities  depository  for  the  Notes,  to  such  other  designee  of 
the  Escrow  and  Paying  Agent  who  shall  be  responsible  for  making  disbursements  to  the  beneficial 
owners  of  the  Notes)  on  September  30,  1994,  upon  presentment  of  a  certificate  of  drawing  by  the 
Escrow  and  Paying  Agent,  an  amount  equal  to  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes.  Upon 
payment  by  the  Bank  of  the  drawing  under  the  Letter  of  Credit,  the  Bank  shall  become  owner  of  an 
amount  of  the  Notes  equal  to  the  principal  portion  of  the  Letter  of  Credit  provided  by  such  Bank,  and 
the  Notes  shall  be  registered  in  the  name  of  the  Bank. 

The  Letter  of  Credit  is  effective  upon  issuance  of  the  Notes  and  expires  at  5:00  p.m.  on  the 
earliest  of  (i)  October  15,  1994,  (li)  the  date  upon  which  all  amounts  available  to  be  drawn 
thereunder  shall  have  been  drawn,  or  (ill)  such  time  as  the  Bank  shall  have  received  notice  that  the 
Notes  are  defeased  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  Note  Act  and  the  Escrow  Agreement.  The 
Credit  Agreement  and  the  Escrow  Agreement  provide  that  the  Escrow  Agent  and  Paying  Agent  shall 
deliver  not  later  than  3:00  p.m.  (New  York  City  Time)  September  28,  1994,  a  draw  request  to  the 
Bank  in  the  amount  required  to  pay  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  on  September  30, 
1994. 

Under  the  Credit  Agreement,  the  District  has  agreed  to  pay  to  the  Bank  from  the  Escrow 
Account  or  other  available  funds  an  amount  equal  to  the  amounts  drawn  under  the  Letter  of  Credit 
by  paying  to  the  Bank  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes.  The  District  also  has  agreed  to  pay 
certain  fees  and  expenses  of  the  Bank  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  the  Letter  of  Credit.  The 
Bank  may  grant  participations  in  the  Letter  of  Credit  to  other  entities. 

The  Escrow  Account 

The  District  has  established  the  Escrow  Account,  a  segregated  special  account,  to  be  held  by 
the  Escrow  Agent  and  Paying  Agent.  The  District  is  required  to  deposit  moneys  into  the  Escrow 
Account,  from  time  to  time,  as  hereinafter  described,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  principal  of  and 
interest  on  the  Notes  when  due.  From  and  after  the  deposit  thereof,  such  moneys,  including  any 
investment  income  thereon,  are  pledged  to  the  payment  of  the  Notes,  are  subject  to  a  lien  for  the 
benefit  of  the  holders  of  the  Notes,  may  be  invested  only  as  provided  in  the  Escrow  Agreement  and 
may  not  be  used  for  any  other  purpose  until  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  have  been 
paid  in  full. 
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Deposits  to  the  Escrow  Account 

The  Note  Act  requires  the  Mayor  to  promptly  set  aside  and  deposit  in  the  Escrow  Account, 
commencing  on  any  date  between  August  1,  1994  and  September  1,  1994,  all  receipts  of  District 
taxes  (other  than  any  special  taxes  or  charges  levied  for  the  benefit  of  holders  of  general  obligation 
bonds)  received  after  the  date  so  determined  by  the  Mayor,  until  the  aggregate  amount  on  deposit 
in  the  Escrow  Account,  including  investment  income,  equals  the  aggregate  amount  of  principal  of 
and  interest  on  the  Notes  payable  at  maturity.  The  District  has  covenanted  to  levy,  maintain  or  enact 
taxes  (other  than  any  special  taxes  or  charges  levied  for  the  benefit  of  holders  of  general  obligation 
bonds)  due  and  payable  during  the  period  August  1 ,  1994,  through  September  30, 1994,  sufficient  to 
provide  moneys  to  pay  the  Notes  when  due  and  has  also  covenanted  not  to  create  or  permit  the 
existence  of  any  lien  on  or  pledge  of  such  taxes  to  pay  any  other  obligation  (except  additional  parity 
notes)  of  the  District.  See  "Security  and  Sources  of  Payment — Additional  Debt"  and  "Amounts 
Available  for  Escrow  Account  Deposit". 

In  addition,  the  Note  Act  requires  the  Mayor  to  review  the  current  monthly  cash  flow  projections 
of  the  District  for  the  fiscal  year  before  the  16th  day  of  each  month,  beginning  in  June  1994.  If  the 
Mayor  determines,  upon  such  review,  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  principal  of  and  interest  on  the 
Notes  payable  at  maturity  (less  any  amounts  on  deposit  in  the  Escrow  Account)  equals  or  exceeds 
85%  of  the  amount  of  all  legally  available  District  receipts  anticipated  by  the  Mayor  to  be  received 
prior  to  September  30,  1994,  then  the  Mayor  is  required  to  deposit  into  the  Escrow  Account  all 
receipts  from  any  source,  including  District  taxes  (excluding  any  special  taxes  or  charges  levied  for 
the  benefit  of  holders  of  general  obligation  bonds),  thereafter  received  by  the  District  and  not 
otherwise  legally  committed  until  the  amount  on  deposit  in  the  Escrow  Account  equals  the 
aggregate  amount  of  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  payable  at  maturity. 

In  the  event  that  sufficient  moneys  are  not  on  deposit  in  the  Escrow  Account  to  meet  the 
payment  of  the  Notes  in  a  timely  manner,  then  pursuant  to  the  Note  Act  and  the  Escrow  Agreement, 
the  Mayor  is  required  to  deposit  into  the  Escrow  Account,  not  later  than  one  business  day  before  the 
date  such  payment  is  due,  any  funds  of  the  District  not  otherwise  legally  committed  in  an  amount 
sufficient  to  provide  for  timely  payment. 

Advances  from  the  Federal  Government 

The  Note  Act  provides  that  the  Mayor  shall  take  such  actions  as  may  be  necessary  to 
requisition  and  receive  from  the  United  States  Treasury,  not  later  than  September  30,  1994,  an. 
advance  of  moneys  as  may  be  necessary  and  sufficient  to  enable  the  District  to  meet  its  general 
expenses,  including  payment  when  due  of  all  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes.  Amounts  so 
advanced  by  the  United  States  Treasury  are  to  be  deposited  by  the  District  in  its  General  Fund. 

From  1939  through  1983,  advances  were  made  by  the  United  States  Treasury  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  to  meet  short-term  cash  requirements  as  authorized  by  Federal  law  (53  Stat.  1118.  as 
amended),  which  provides  that: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury is  authorized  and  directed  to  advance,  on  the  requisition  of 

the  Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  made  in  the  manner  now  prescribed  by  law,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary,  from  time  to  time,  to  meet  the  general  expenses  of  said  District,  as  authorized  by 
Congress,  and  such  amounts  so  advanced  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  said  Mayor  to  the 
Treasury  out  of  taxes  and  revenue  collected  for  the  support  of  the  government  of  the  said 
District  of  Columbia. 

In  acting  upon  a  requisition,  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  is  expected  to  require  the  Mayor  to 
demonstrate  a  need  for  the  advance  to  meet  the  general  expenses  of  the  District,  and  that  no  credit 
is  available  elsewhere  for  that  purpose  in  lieu  of  an  advance.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Corporation 
Counsel,  the  District  remains  eligible  to  receive  future  advances  in  order  to  meet  its  general 
expenses,  including  payment  of  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes. 
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No  assurance  can  be  given  that  the  Congress  will  not  modify  or  repeal  the  statute  providing  for 
these  Federal  advances.  No  such  legislation  is  currently  pending.  The  Notes  are  not  secured  by  any 
lien  on,  or  security  interest  in,  the  District's  rights  to  requisition  and  receive  advances  from  the 
Treasury.  The  credit  of  the  United  States  is  not  pledged  for  the  payment  of  principal  of  or  interest  on 
the  Notes,  nor  is  the  United  States  responsible  or  liable  for  the  payment  thereof. 

Investment  of  the  Escrow  Account 

Moneys  set  aside  in  the  Escrows  Account  may  be  invested  only  in  (1 )  direct  non-callable,  non- 
prepayable  obligations  of,  or  obligations  unconditionally  guaranteed  by,  the  United  States.  (2)  obli- 
gations issued  or  guaranteed  by  agencies  or  instrumentalities  of  the  United  States,  (3)  certificates 
of  deposit  in  banks,  trust  companies  and  savings  and  loan  associations  fully  and  continuously 
secured  by  obligations  specified  in  (1 )  or  (2)  above,  which  shall  at  all  times  have  a  market  value 
(exclusive  of  accrued  interest)  at  least  equal  to  the  value  at  maturity  of  the  deposit  so  secured 
(including  accrued  interest),  (4)  repurchase  agreements  with  banks,  savings  and  loan  associations 
and  trust  companies  and  government  bond  primary  dealers  reporting  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
of  New  York  continuously  secured  or  collateralized  by  obligations  described  in  (1 )  or  (2)  above, 
which  shall  have  a  market  value  (exclusive  of  accrued  interest)  at  all  times  at  least  equal  to  the 
principal  amount  of  such  repurchase  agreements,  provided  such  security  or  collateral  is  held  by  a 
trustee  as  titleholder,  and  (5)  deposits  in  accounts  with  banks,  trust  companies,  national  banking 
associations  or  savings  and  loan  associations,  provided  that  such  deposits  are  fully  insured  by  the 
United  States  or  an  agency  thereof.  All  such  investments,  and  any  interest  thereon,  shall  be  held  in 
the  Escrow  Account  for  the  benefit  of  holders  of  the  Notes  until  the  Notes  are  paid. 

Remedies  of  the  Holders  of  the  Notes 

In  the  opinion  of  Co-Bond  Counsel,  the  District  of  Columbia  is  subject  to  suit  on  the  Notes  and 
the  District  and  its  Mayor  are  subject  to  suit  on  the  Note  Act  and  the  Escrow  Agreement.  Courts  of 
competent  jurisdiction  (including  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia)  have  the  power  in 
appropriate  proceedings  (including  suits  for  injunctive  or  equitable  relief)  to  order  payment  of  the 
Notes  from  funds  of  the  District  not  otherwise  legally  committed  or,  in  the  absence  thereof,  to  order 
the  District  and  its  Mayor  to  take  all  lawful  action  to  obtain  such  funds.  In  exercising  their  discretion 
as  to  whether  to  enter  or  enforce  such  an  order,  the  courts  may  also  take  into  account  all  relevant 
factors,  such  as  overriding  public  necessity  and  the  availability  and  adequacy  of  other  remedies.  The 
Escrow  Agent,  however,  has  no  obligation  in  its  capacity  as  Escrow  Agent  to  enforce  any  rights  of 
the  holders  of  the  Notes  under  the  Note  Act  or  the  Escrow  Agreement. 

In  the  opinion  of  Co-Bond  Counsel,  under  existing  law,  the  District  of  Columbia  is  not  eligible  to 
file  a  petition  for  an  adjustment  of  debts  under  Chapter  9  of  the  United  States  Bankruptcy  Code. 

Additional  Debt 

The  District  has  reserved  the  right  to  issue  bonds,  notes  or  other  obligations  secured  by  its  full 
faith  and  credit  and  by  such  other  security  as  may  be  authorized  by  law,  subject  to  certain  limitations 
relating  to  future  short-term  indebtedness. 

The  District  may  Issue  additional  general  obligation  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes  (the 
"Additional  Notes")  on  a  parity  basis  with  the  Notes.  Additional  Notes,  if  any,  also  would  be  due  on 
September  30,  1994,  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  covenants  (including  the  requirements  for 
the  set  aside  of  moneys  in  the  Escrow  Account)  as  the  Notes.  Additional  Notes  could  not  be  issued 
if,  at  the  time  the  Additional  Notes  are  to  be  issued,  such  issuance  would  result  in  (1 )  Notes  and 
Additional  Notes  aggregating  more  than  20%  of  the  total  anticipated  revenue  of  the  District  for  fiscal 
year  1994  or  (2)  the  aggregate  principal  of  and  interest  payable  at  maturity  on  all  Notes  and 
Additional  Notes,  less  any  amounts  and  investment  income  on  deposit  under  the  Escrow  Agree- 
ment, being  greater  than  85%  of  all  receipts  estimated  to  be  received  thereafter  by  the  District  prior 
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to  such  maturity  and  legally  available  for  payment  of  the  Notes  and  Additional  Notes.  The  issuance 
of  Additional  Notes  will  require  the  enactment  of  legislation  authorizing  such  Additional  Notes  and 
the  approval  of  the  Bank  (v^rhich  approval  shall  not  be  unreasonably  withheld). 

The  District  may  issue  Additional  Notes  maturing  after  the  earlier  of  the  maturity  date  of  the 
Notes  or  the  deposit  into  the  Escrow  Account  of  amounts  sufficient  to  pay  all  Notes  and  Additional 
Notes  when  due,  and  may  issue  revenue  notes  which  are  not  general  obligations  of  the  District.  In 
either  case,  such  notes  shall  not  be  Issued  if  the  aggregate  principal  of  and  interest  payable  at 
maturity  ori  the  Notes  and  any  Additional  Notes,  less  any  amounts  and  investment  income  on 
deposit  under  the  Escrow  Agreement,  would  exceed  85%  of  all  legally  available  receipts  which  are 
estimated  to  be  received  thereafter  by  the  District  prior  to  September  30,  1994,  for  payment  of  the 
Notes  and  Additional  Notes.  See  "Indebtedness — Summary  of  Statutory  Debt  Provisions". 

Defeasance 

If  the  Mayor  deposits  with  an  escrow  agent,  In  a  separate  defeasance  escrow  account  held  In 
trust  for  the  holders  of  the  Notes,  sufficient  moneys  or  direct  obligations  of  the  United  States,  the 
principal  of  and  interest  on  which,  when  due  and  payable,  will  provide  sufficient  moneys  to  pay  when 
due  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  all  the  Notes  and  delivers  to  such  escrow  agent  an  Irrevocable 
letter  of  instruction  to  apply  such  moneys  or  investments  to  the  payment  of  the  Notes  at  their 
maturity,  the  Notes  will  no  longer  be  deemed  to  be  outstanding  and  the  requirements  of  the  Note  Act 
and  the  Escrow  Agreement  with  respect  to  the  Notes  will  be  discharged  and  of  no  further  force  and 
effect. 
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AMOUNTS  AVAILABLE  FOR  ESCROW  ACCOUNT  DEPOSIT 

The  tables  under  the  caption  "Consolidated  Cash  Flow  Statements"  in  this  Official  Statement 
show  the  actual  and  estimated  consolidated  cash  flow  for  the  District  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994, 
respectively.  Receipts  from  all  District  taxes  (exclusive  of  receipts  from  special  real  property  taxes 
levied  for  the  benefit  of  general  obligation  bondholders)  received  from  August  15  to  September  30, 
1994  are  projected  to  be  $610.9  million.  These  estimated  receipts  include  about  one-half  of  the  real 
property  tax  receipts  and  constitute  22.4%  of  total  estimated  tax  receipts  for  fiscal  year  1994. 
Assuming  no  Additional  Notes  are  issued,  the  amount  required  to  be  deposited  in  the  Escrow 
Account  by  September  30,  1994  is  estimated  to  be  $202,838,356.16,  using  the  interest  rate  on  the 
Notes. 

The  following  table  shows  tax  receipts  available  for  Escrow  Account  deposits  during  the  period 
August  15  through  September  30  for  the  past  eight  fiscal  years,  and  those  tax  receipts  projected  to 
be  received  for  the  same  period  for  fiscal  year  1994.  Additional  information  concerning  the  District's 
tax  revenue  is  set  forth  in  "Sources  of  General  Fund  Revenue — Local  Source  Revenue". 


Tax  Receipts  Available  For  Escrow  Account  Deposit^ 
Fiscal  Years  1986-1994 


i 


I 


Amount  Collected 

Percentage  Change 
From  Prior  Year' 

18.8 

Fiscal  Year 

($000) 

Coverage' 

1986 

$364,646 

2.28 

1987 

391 .449 

7.4 

2.51 

1988 

478.530 

22.2 

3.00 

1989 

498.745 

4.2 

1.93 

1990 

452.676 

(9.2) 

1.73 

1991 

659.712 

45.7 

2.07 

1992 

608.796 

(6.3) 

4 

1993 

606,379 

(.4) 

4 

1994 

{ projected ) 

610,900 

.7 

3.01 

'  Cash  receipts  rn  addition  to  these  tax  receipts  are  expected  to  be  available  to  make  deposits  to  the  Escrow  Account  if 

necessary.  See  "Consolidated  Cash  Flow  Statements  '. 
'  See  Appendix  B  for  history  of  changes  in  major  tax  rates  in  the  District.  Figures  represent  only  the  change  for  the  period 

August  15 — September  30  from  the  same  period  of  the  preceding  year;  rates  of  change  on  an  annual  basis  may  differ. 
^  Calculated  by  dividing  debt  service  on  total  annual  short-term  borrowing  into  the  available  tax  receipts. 
'  The  District  did  not  issue  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes  in  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993. 
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HISTORY  OF  SHORT-TERM  BORROWINGS 

Historically,  the  District  has  experienced  seasonal  cash  flow  shortfalls  resulting  from  differ- 
ences in  the  timing  of  the  receipt  of  revenues  and  the  payment  of  expenditures.  The  District  of 
Columbia  during  fiscal  years  1984  through  1991  issued  general  obligation  tax  revenue  anticipation 
notes  to  finance  cash  flow  requirements.  In  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993,  the  District  did  not  issue  tax 
revenue  anticipation  notes.  During  fiscal  year  1993,  the  District  borrowed  approximately  $140  million 
from  the  Capital  Projects  Fund  to  fund  the  seasonal  cash  flow  requirements.  Such  funds  were 
repaid  by  September  30,  1993.  During  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1994  and  prior  to  the  receipt  of 
the  fiscal  year  1994  Federal  Payment,  the  District  borrowed  approximately  $40  million  from  the 
Capital  Projects  Fund  to  fund  seasonal  cash  flow  requirements.  Such  funds  were  repaid  by 
November  30.  1993.  See  "Consolidated  Cash  Flow  Statements." 


Short-Term  Borrowings 

Fiscal  Years  1986-1994 

($000,000) 

1986    1987    1988    1989    1990   I  1991   )  1992    1993   1994» 

Maximum  proceeds  of  Tax  —  \ 

Revenue  Anticipation  notes  ;  V     /^K  \ 

amount  outstanding  at  any  '>^'^3> 

time  during  year $150     $150     $150     $250_  $250,;    ^300l^     0     $     0     $20o1 

Maximum  amount  of  Capital  ^-^Z,-^ 

Project  Fund  transfer 
outstanding  at  any  time 
during  year 0  0  0  0  0  0  0       140        40 

Amount  outstanding  at  year 
end  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Maximum  amount  outstanding 
as  a  percentage  of  General 
Fund  revenues' 5.3%     4.9%     4.5%     7.2%     6.8%     7.5%        0%     3.3%     4.7% 

'  Based  on  General  Fund  revenues  calculated  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles  numbers  (or 

fiscal  year  1994  are  projected,  based  on  budgeted  revenue  figures 
»  Figures  (or  fiscal  year  1994  are  projections  and  assume  no  Additional  Notes  will  be  issued. 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

General 

The  District  of  Columbia  was  created  In  1791  and  has  served  as  the  capital  of  the  United  States 
of  America  since  1800.  Since  January  2,  1975,  it  has  been  governed  in  accordance  v\^ith  the  District 
of  Columbia  Self-Government  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act,  an  Act  of  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  (the  "Congress"),  signed  by  the  President  on  December  24,  1973,  as  amended  (the 
"Home  Rule  Act").  The  District  is  governed  by  an  elected  Mayor  and  an  elected  Council  pursuant  to 
broad  pov^/ers  delegated  by  Congress  in  the  Home  Rule  Act,  although  Congress  retains  legislative 
authority  over  the  nation's  capital  granted  by  Article  1 ,  Section  8,  clause  17  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  of  America.  Citizens  of  the  District  have  the  right  to  vote  for  President  and  Vice 
President  of  the  United  States  and  for  a  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Representatives  who,  commenc- 
ing with  the  104th  Congress,  has  the  right  to  vote  in  legislative  committees  including  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole. 

The  District  of  Columbia  is  a  unique  governmental  entity,  combining  typical  state,  county  and 
municipal  characteristics.  Functions  performed  by  the  District  government  include  judicial  (courts), 
public  safety  (police,  fire,  corrections  and  regulatory  affairs),  public  works  (highways,  streets, 
traffic  control  and  sanitation),  human  services  (health,  welfare  and  employment  assistance),  leisure 
services  (recreation  and  libraries),  economic  development  (planning,  zoning,  urban  renewal  and 
housing),  education  (public  schools)  and  general  administration.  The  District  also  operates  a 
university,  a  water  and  sewer  utility,  a  general  hospital,  a  stadium  and  armory  complex,  a  convention 
center  and  a  lottery. 

Legislative  Branch 

The  legislative  power  granted  to  the  District  by  the  Home  Rule  Act  (see  "Relationship  with  the 
Federal  Government")  is  vested  in  the  Council,  which  consists  of  13  members  elected  on  a 
staggered  basis  for  four-year  terms.  The  Chairman  of  the  Council  and  four  members  are  elected  at 
large,  and  the  other  members  are  elected  from  the  eight  election  wards  of  the  District.  The  Home 
Rule  Act  imposes  certain  specific  limitations  on  legislation  of  the  Council,  including  prohibitions 
against  taxing  property  of  the  United  States  or  any  state,  and  taxing,  directly  or  at  the  source, 
Income  of  any  individual  not  a  resident  of  the  District. 

Executive  Branch 

The  executive  power  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is  vested  in  the  Mayor,  who  is  elected  for  a  term 
of  four  years.  The  current  Mayor  was  elected  on  November  6,  1990,  and  took  office  on  January  2, 
1991 .  The  Mayor  is  responsible  for  the  proper  administration  of  the  affairs  of  the  District.  The  Mayor 
may  disapprove  acts  passed  by  the  Council  and  may  disapprove  portions  of  any  budget  act  adopted 
by  the  Council.  However,  the  Council  may  override  the  Mayor's  disapproval  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds 
of  the  Council  present  and  voting. 

Serving  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Mayor,  the  City  Administrator /Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations,  the 
Chief  Financial  Officer  and  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Economic  Development  assist  the 
Mayor  in  carrying  out  the  chief  administrative  functions  of  the  executive  branch.  The  Corporation 
Counsel,  appointed  by  the  Mayor  and  confirmed  by  the  Council,  is  the  chief  legal  officer  of  the 
District. 

Judicial  Branch 

The  judicial  power  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is  vested  In  a  Superior  Court  and  a  Court  of 
Appeals.  The  District's  courts  have  jurisdiction  over  cases  and  controversies  arising  In  the  District  in 
the  same  manner  as  state  courts.  The  judges  of  the  District's  courts  are  appointed  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  United  States  Senate,  from  recommenda- 
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tions  of  the  District's  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Judicial 
Nomination  Commission. 

Relationship  with  the  Federal  Government 

Notwithstanding  the  delegation  of  authority  for  self-government  made  by  the  Home  Rule  Act, 
Congress  reserves  the  right,  at  any  time,  to  exercise  its  Constitutional  authority  as  the  legislature  for 
the  District  by  enacting  legislation  for  the  District  on  any  subject,  whether  within  or  without  the  scope 
of  legislative  power  granted  to  the  Council  by  the  Home  Rule  Act,  including  legislation  to  amend  or 
repeal  any  law  in  force  in  the  District  prior  to  or  after  enactment  of  the  Home  Rule  Act  and  any  act 
passed  by  the  Council.  However,  such  legislative  authority  is  subject  to  Constitutional  limitations  on 
the  powers  of  the  United  States,  such  as  the  prohibition  against  taking  private  property  without  due 
process  of  law. 

The  Home  Rule  Act  provides  that,  except  for  acts  authorizing  the  issuance  of  revenue 
anticipation  notes,  budget  acts  submitted  to  the  President  of  the  United  States  for  transmittal  to 
Congress,  emergency  acts  effective  for  no  more  than  90  days  and  acts  proposing  certain  amend- 
ment of  the  Home  Rule  Act,  no  act  passed  by  the  Council  and  approved  either  by  the  Mayor  or 
through  veto  override  shall  take  effect  until  the  expiration  of  a  period  of  30  legislative  days  (for  acts 
on  civil  matters)  or  60  legislative  days  (for  acts  on  criminal  matters)  after  transmittal  to  Congress. 
During  such  periods.  Congress  and  the  President  may  disapprove  acts  of  the  Council  by  enacting  a 
joint  resolution  of  Congress  approved  by  the  President. 

Disapproval  of  an  act  of  the  Council  has  occurred  infrequently,  each  of  which  involved 
legislation  of  a  non-financial  character.  Congress  has,  however,  made  revisions  to  the  District's 
budget  as  adopted  by  the  Council  and  has  sought  to  tie  approval  of  the  District's  budget  to 
compliance  with  a  variety  of  Congressional  mandates. 

The  Federal  government  provides  a  significant  amount  of  the  District's  revenue  in  each  fiscal 
year  through  various  Federal  sources,  including  the  Federal  Payment  and  grants.  As  in  the  case  of 
Federal  funding  distributed  to  the  50  states,  most  revenues  from  Federal  sources  are  subject  to 
annual  appropriation  by  the  Congress.  See  "Sources  of  General  Fund  Revenue — Federal 
Revenue." 

Although  the  District  of  Columbia  is  responsible  for  most  local  governmental  functions  within 
the  District,  the  Federal  government  provides  many  services  required  by  its  own  operations  or  for 
the  benefit  of  visitors  to  the  capital.  The  Federal  government  operates  and  maintains  its  own 
buildings,  national  monuments  and  park  land  and  provides  financial  support  to  visitor  attractions 
such  as  the  National  Gallery  of  Art,  the  Smithsonian  Institution  and  the  National  Zoo.  The  Federal 
government  also  maintains  special  police  forces  and  guard  services  to  protect  the  White  House,  the 
Capitol,  the  Supreme  Court,  other  Federal  facilities  and  foreign  embassies  and  missions. 

FINANCIAL  MATTERS  AND  PROCEDURES 

Since  enactment  of  the  Home  Rule  Act,  the  District  of  Columbia  has  implemented  broad  reforms 
in  its  financial  accounting  and  reporting,  budgeting  and  cash  management  practices.  These  include 
annual  independent  audits  and  preparation  of  financial  statements  in  conformance  with  generally 
accepted  accounting  principles  ('GAAP'),  adoption  and  execution  of  balanced  budgets,  and 
monitoring  and  control  of  financial  operations  on  a  continuous  basis  through  an  automated  financial 
management  system. 

Independent  Audit  and  Accounting  Practices 

The  District  accounts  for  its  assets  and  operations  in  conformity  with  GAAP  for  governments, 
established  by  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board.  The  audited  financial  statements  of 
the  District  for  fiscal  year  1993  are  set  forth  in  Appendix  C. 
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In  accordance  with  GAAP,  the  financial  operations  of  the  District  are  organized  and  accounted 
for  separately  by  fund  and  account  group.  The  three  major  fund  categories  are  governmental  funds, 
proprietary  funds  and  fiduciary  funds. 

The  governmental  funds  consist  of  the  General  Fund  and  the  Capital  Projects  Fund.  The 
General  Fund  is  the  principal  operating  fund  of  the  District  and  includes  the  operations  of  the  public 
schools.  The  Capital  Projects  Fund  is  used  to  account  for  the  purchase  or  construction  of  fixed 
assets  which  are  wholly  or  partly  financed  by  grants  or  loans. 

Governmental  fund  revenues  are  recognized  when  they  become  available  and  measurable. 
Revenues  are  deemed  available  if  they  are  collectible  within  the  current  year  or  within  sufficient  time 
thereafter  to  pay  liabilities  of  the  current  year.  In  each  fiscal  year,  the  District  recognizes  as  revenue 
approximately  75%  of  the  real  property  taxes  imposed  on  October  1  of  the  prior  fiscal  year  and 
approximately  25%  of  the  real  property  taxes  imposed  on  October  1  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 
Allowances  for  taxes  that  will  ultimately  be  uncollectible  are  estimated  and  recorded  as  reductions  of 
revenues.  Grants  that  are  restricted  to  specific  uses  are  recognized  as  revenues  when  the  related 
costs  are  incurred.  Grants  that  are  collected  before  the  related  costs  have  been  incurred  are 
reported  as  deferred  revenues.  Expenditures  and  expenses  are  recognized  when  the  liability  is 
incurred,  if  measurable. 

The  proprietary  funds  consist  of  the  Enterprise  Funds,  including  the  University  Fund,  the  Water 
and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund,  the  General  Hospital  Fund,  the  Starplex  Fund  (which  accounts  for  the 
operations  of  the  District  of  Columbia  National  Guard  Armory  and  the  Robert  F.  Kennedy  Memorial 
Stadium),  the  Convention  Center  Fund  and  the  Lottery  and  Games  Fund. 

The  fiduciary  funds,  which  account  for  assets  held  by  the  District  in  a  trustee  or  agent  capacity, 
are  the  Pension  Trust  Funds,  the  Unemployment  Compensation  Trust  Fund,  the  Housing  Finance 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  Agency  Funds,  which  account  for  assets  held  by  the  District  In  a  custodial 
capacity  for  others. 

The  GAAP  basis  of  accounting  for  the  General  Fund  differs  from  the  budget  basis  in  that  the 
GAAP  basis  statements  include  a  number  of  revenue,  expenditure  and  use  items  excluded  from  the 
budget.  See  "The  Budget  Process."  The  GAAP  basis  presentation  provides  the  most  comprehen- 
sive view  of  General  Fund  activity. 

Additional  Information  concerning  the  District's  accounting  practices  is  set  forth  in  the  notes  to 
the  financial  statements  in  Appendix  C. 

The  Budget  Process 

Under  the  Home  Rule  Act,  the  District's  annual  budget  is  subject  to  a  comprehensive  review 
process.  While  total  District  revenues  and  expenditures  are  included  in  this  process,  not  all 
components  are  subject  to  the  same  review  and  approval  procedures.  The  most  important 
component,  the  "appropriated  budget,"  which  incorporates  most  of  the  General  Fund,  Capital 
Projects  Fund  and  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  budgets  and  a  portion  of  the  budget  of  the 
Lottery  and  Games  Fund,  is  subject  to  comprehensive  review  and  approval  of  the  Mayor,  the 
Council,  and  the  Federal  government.  The  operations  of  the  other  funds,  including  the  University, 
General  Hospital  and  Convention  Center  Funds,  are  included  in  the  appropriated  budget  only  to  the 
extent  they  are  financed  by  operating  transfers  from  the  General  Fund,  which  transfers  normally 
support  nearly  one  half  of  the  expenditures  of  these  funds. 

The  appropriated  budget  does  not  include  grant  revenues  or  expenditures,  expenditures  and 
associated  revenues  for  reimbursable  services,  interest  accrual  in  excess  of  cash  basis,  and  certain 
other  expenditures  incurred  in  the  current  year  but  payable  in  future  years,  such  as  vacations, 
pensions  and  disability  benefits.  The  manner  of  presentation  of  the  District's  budget  is  due  in  part  to 
Federal  government  budgetary  procedures. 
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Formulation  of  the  District's  budget  begins  approximately  15  months  prior  to  start  of  the  fiscal 
year,  with  initial  planning  among  the  Mayor  and  the  District's  agency  heads.  Not  later  than  the  date 
set  forth  in  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Council  annually  (most  recently  February  8,  1994,  for  the 
fiscal  year  1995  budget),  the  Mayor  submits  an  executive  budget  to  the  Council  under  the  Home 
Rule  Act;  the  Council  under  the  Home  Rule  Act  must  review  the  executive  budget  within  50  calendar 
days.  During  that  period,  it  is  required  to  conduct  public  hearings  and  adopt  approving  legislation. 
The  Council  may  not  approve  any  budget  which  would  result  in  expenditures  being  made  by  the 
District  during  any  fiscal  year  in  excess  of  all  resources  which  the  Mayor  estimates  will  be  available 
from  all  funds  available  to  the  District  for  such  fiscal  year.  The  Mayor  must  identify  any  tax  increases 
which  are  required  in  order  to  balance  the  budget  as  submitted.  The  Council  is  required  to  adopt 
such  tax  increases  to  the  extent  such  budget  is  approved. 

After  adoption  by  the  Council,  the  Mayor  has  10  business  days  to  approve  the  adopted  budget 
in  whole  or  in  part.  The  Mayor  may  accept  or  reject  any  item  or  provision  approved  by  the  Council.  If 
the  Mayor  disapproves  the  adopted  budget  in  whole  or  in  part,  it  is  returned  to  the  Council,  which 
then  has  30  calendar  days  to  override  the  Mayor's  veto  or  take  other  legislative  action. 

After  enactment  by  the  District,  the  appropriated  budget  is  transmitted  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  for  a  review,  principally  conducted  by  the  Federal  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
("0MB"). 

The  President  submits  the  appropriated  budget  to  Congress,  which  conducts  a  detailed,  line- 
item  review  comparable  to  the  process  for  review  of  Federal  agency  budgets.  The  Subcommittees 
on  Appropriations  for  the  District  of  Columbia  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  hold 
appropriations  hearings  which  are  followed  by  the  normal  legislative  process,  including  approval  by 
the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees,  the  full  House  and  Senate,  a  conference  if 
necessary  to  reconcile  any  differences  between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  and  final  passage. 
Upon  signature  by  the  President,  the  appropriated  budget  becomes  law. 

The  District's  appropriated  budget  is  enacted  as  a  separate  appropriations  act  and  Congress 
has  authority  to  revise  the  appropriated  budget  in  any  manner.  Subsequent  modifications  of  the 
appropriated  budget  by  the  District,  to  the  extent  that  they  require  amendment  of  the  appropriations 
act,  proceed  through  the  full  budget  process  at  both  the  District  and  Federal  levels.  Modifications  to 
the  budget  not  requiring  appropriations  act  amendment  are  subject  to  less  formal  procedures  under 
District  law  and  reprogramming  policies  established  by  Congressional  committees. 

Under  the  Home  Rule  Act,  the  Mayor  is  required  to  include  in  the  District's  annual  budget  a 
multiyear  operating  plan  and  a  multiyear  capital  improvements  plan.  Such  plans  must  cover  at  least 
the  four  succeeding  fiscal  years  and  include  such  items  as  the  future  cost  implications  of  new  and 
existing  programs  and  capital  projects,  revenue  estimates,  the  actuarial  status  and  anticipated  costs 
of  retirement  programs  for  District  employees  and  debt  service  requirements.  Since  1984,  the 
District  has  financed  most  of  its  capital  requirements  through  the  issuance  of  general  obligation 
bonds. 

Financial  Control  Procedures 

Pursuant  to  the  Home  Rule  Act,  the  Mayor  has  charge  of  the  administration  of  the  financial 
operations  of  the  District.  This  responsibility  has  been  delegated  to  the  Chief  Financial  Officer,  who 
directs  the  executive  budget  process,  the  control  of  all  financial  transactions,  financial  accounting 
and  reporting,  the  assessment,  levying  and /or  collection  of  all  taxes,  fees  and  other  revenues 
(including  revenue  from  Federal  sources),  and  the  management  of  all  public  funds  of  the  District. 

The  Office  of  the  Controller  maintains  the  accounts  of  the  District  and  oversees  obligations.  The 
Treasurer  is  responsible  for  collection  of  receipts,  payment  transactions  and  investment  of  funds. 
The  Office  of  the  Budget  is  responsible  for  the  formulation  of  the  annual  budget,  represents  the 
District  in  the  Federal  appropriations  process  and  monitors  budget  execution  during  the  fiscal  year. 
The  collection  of  revenues  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue.  The 
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District's  data  processing  operation  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Office  of  Financial  Information 
Services.  These  offices  report  to  the  Chief  Financial  Officer. 

On  October  1,  1979,  the  District  implemented  an  automated  financial  management  system 
which  maintains  on  a  current  basis  all  obligation  ceilings  established  pursuant  to  the  budget.  No 
other-than-personal-service  obligations  can  be  incurred  beyond  these  control  limits  and  obligations 
must  be  recorded  prior  to  or  simultaneously  with  payments.  Before  they  can  be  entered  into  the 
financial  management  system,  each  purchase  order  or  contract  and  each  payment  transaction  must 
be  certified  by  agency  fiscal  officers  as  not  exceeding  obligation  limits. 

The  Mayor  has  responsibility  to  ensure  that  the  budget  is  administered  on  a  balanced  basis.  To 
support  this,  the  District's  Office  of  the  Budget  and  Office  of  the  Controller  monitor  budget  results 
and  projections  on  a  monthly  basis  through  the  financial  management  system.  Under  the  Home 
Rule  Act  and  other  Federal  law,  the  Mayor  has  authority  to  reduce  agency  spending  when  necessary 
to  ensure  a  balanced  budget.  The  Anti-Deficiency  Act  (31  U.S.C.  sees.  1341(a),  1351)  requires  that 
appropriated  actual  expenditures  and  uses  not  exceed  appropriated  budget  expenditures  and  uses 
at  the  function  level  of  classification.  The  Corporation  Counsel  of  the  District  is  of  the  opinion  that 
noncompliance  with  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act  would  not  adversely  affect  the  District's  legal  ability  to 
repay  debt. 

The  District  Is  also  subject  to  performance  audits  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Office  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Auditor  in  the  District's  legislative  branch. 

Congressmen  Stark  and  Dixon  have  requested  that  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office  review  the  financial  condition  of  the  District  particularly  as  it  relates  to  the 
cash  position  of  the  District  during  the  course  of  its  fiscal  year  and  report  the  results  of  their  findings 
to  Congress.  The  review  was  commenced  in  April,  1994. 

Cash  Management 

The  Chief  Financial  Officer  is  authorized  to  administer  the  cash  management  program  of  the 
District.  The  cash  management  program  includes  transfers  wJthin  the  Cash  Management  Pool.  The 
Cash  Management  Pool  combines  the  cash  balances  of  District  moneys,  including  those  in  the 
General  Fund,  Capital  Projects  Fund  (which  includes  all  general  obligation  bond  proceeds),  certain 
unrestricted  Trust  and  Agency  Funds  and  unrestricted  Enterprise  Funds.  From  time  to  time, 
transfers  of  funds  within  the  Cash  Management  Pool  are  made  to  achieve  the  most  effective  and 
economical  use  of  such  funds.  Cash  Management  Pool  transfers  include  loans  between  funds, 
subject  to  the  requirement  that  such  loans  are  repaid  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  they 
are  made. 


FINANCIAL  OPERATIONS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


General  Fund 


The  General  Fund  is  the  principal  operating  fund  of  the  District  and  Is  used  to  account  for  all 
financial  resources  except  those  required  to  be  accounted  for  in  another  fund.  Expenditures  for 
public  safety  and  justice,  public  education,  human  support  services,  economic  development  and 
regulation,  transportation  services  and  assistance,  environmental  services  and  supply,  debt  service 
on  general  obligation  debt  and  governmental  direction  and  support  are  all  recorded  in  the  General 
Fund.  The  General  Fund  also  partially  supports,  primarily  through  operating  transfers,  the  activities 
of  certain  enterprise  and  trust  funds  such  as  the  University  Fund,  the  General  Hospital  Fund,  the 
Convention  Center  Fund,  and  the  Housing  Finance  Fund.  Major  current  tax  revenue  sources  of  the 
General  Fund  include  the  real  property  tax,  sales  and  use  taxes,  and  income  and  franchise  taxes. 
The  Federal  Payment  and  the  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  constitute  significant  intergovernmental 
revenue  sources  of  the  General  Fund. 
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The  General  Fund  appropriated  budget  is  part  of  the  overall  District  appropriated  budget  subject 
to  Congressional  approval.  Due  to  entity  differences,  the  General  Fund  appropriated  budget 
excludes  certain  revenues  and  expenditures  recorded  in  the  General  Fund  in  the  District's  financial 
statements  such  as  grants,  reimbursable  expenses,  and  other  items. 

Fiscal  Years  1984-1993  Operations 

During  the  period  of  fiscal  year  1984  through  fiscal  year  1993,  the  General  Fund  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  recorded  an  excess  of  revenues  over  expenditures  and  other  uses  in  eight  of  the  ten  fiscal 
years  on  a  GAAP  basis.  In  fiscal  years  1988  and  1990,  the  General  Fund  had  a  deficiency  of 
revenues  under  expenditures  and  other  uses  In  the  amounts  of  $14.3  million  and  $118.2  million, 
respectively. 

Between  fiscal  year  1984  and  fiscal  year  1993,  tax  revenue  increased  from  $1.40  billion  to 
$2.56  billion.  This  increase  in  tax  revenue  was  due  primarily  to  the  growth  of  the  District's  economy, 
the  progressive  nature  of  its  tax  system  and  inflation.  Total  General  Fund  revenue,  including  the 
Federal  Payment,  special  Federal  contributions,  grants  and  other  sources,  increased  from  $2.40  bil- 
lion to  $4.30  billion  over  the  same  period. 

General  Fund  expenditures,  grant  fund  expenditures  and  other  uses  increased  from  $2.39  bil- 
lion to  $4.29  billion  over  the  same  period.  Increases  in  expenditures  were  due  primarily  to  increased 
costs  of  mandatory  items  such  as  pensions  and  Medicaid,  the  transfer  of  responsibility  for  St. 
Elizabeths  Hospital  from  the  Federal  government  to  the  District,  the  effects  of  inflation  on  salaries 
and  other  costs,  and  the  increased  costs  of  social  and  public  health  services  and  public  safety 
programs. 

In  the  years  prior  to  and  immediately  following  the  provision  of  home  rule  to  the  District,  the 
General  Fund  of  the  District  incurred  an  accumulated  deficit,  on  a  GAAP  basis,  which  totalled 
$377.8  million  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1980.  By  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1990.  this  accumulated  deficit 
had  been  reduced  to  $331.6  million. 

In  September  of  1991.  the  District  sold  $336.6  million  in  General  Obligation  General  Fund 
Recovery  Bonds  to  eliminate  the  accumulated  deficit  as  of  September  30,  1990.  As  a  result,  the 
District  ended  fiscal  year  1991  with  revenues  in  excess  of  expenditures  and  other  uses  in  the 
General  Fund  totalling  $333.2  million,  on  a  GAAP  basis,  bringing  the  fund  balance  to  $1.6  million. 

The  District  ended  fiscal  year  1992,  on  a  GAAP  basis  with  a  surplus  of  revenues  over 
expenditures  of  $1 .9  million.  Total  General  Fund  revenues  increased  2.6%  to  $4,089.0  million  and 
total  expenditures  increased  4.1%  to  $4,038.7  million  in  fiscal  year  1992. 

The  District  ended  fiscal  year  1993.  on  a  GAAP  basis  with  a  surplus  of  revenues  over 
expenditures  of  $7.8  million.  Total  General  Fund  Revenues  increased  5.2%  to  $4,300.2  million  and 
total  expenditures  increased  5.0%  to  $4,292.4  million  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

Fiscal  Year  1994  Approved  Budget 

The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  was  submitted  to  the  Council  on  February  4. 1993.  adopted  by  the 
Council  on  March  24,  1993  and  signed  by  the  President  on  October  27,  1993.  Consistent  with 
previous  budgets,  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  includes  revenue  enhancing  measures  and  expendi- 
ture reductions  (including  the  elimination  of  in  excess  of  3,000  full-time  equivalent  positions).  The 
fiscal  year  1994  budget  projects  expenditures  of  $3,389  million.  The  fiscal  year  1994  Federal 
Payment  is  $648  million.  The  fiscal  year  1994  budget  projects  $73.8  million  of  new  local  revenue 
Initiatives  to  include  $24.3  million  from  aggressive  <x)llection  and  audit  compliance,  $25.1  million  in 
fee  increases  and  $24.4  million  from  changes  in  certain  taxes  to  include  the  following: 

•  Establishing  a  vendor  license  fee  to  produce  $1.5  million. 

•  Imposing  a  6%  sales  tax  on  snack  foods  to  produce  $2.7  million. 
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•  Imposing  a  sales  tax  on  newspapers  and  publications  to  produce  $2.7  million 

•  Increasing  cigarette  tax  by  15C  to  produce  $4.5  million 

•  Extending  6%  sales  tax  to  selected  toll  telecommunication  services  to  produce  $7.6  million 

•  Expanding  base  of  professional  license  fee  to  produce  $.3  million 

•  Increasing  the  real  property  tax  rate  for  class  5  property  to  produce  $5.1  million 

Fiscal  Year  1993  Supplemental  Budget  II  and  1994  Revised  Budget 

In  the  Mayor's  June  16,  1993  public  statement  on  the  District's  financial  condition,  the  Mayor 
identified  budgetary  concerns  totaling  approximately  $45.4  million  for  fiscal  year  1993  and 
$106.8  million  for  fiscal  year  1994  ($152.2  million  for  both  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994). 

For  fiscal  year  1993,  these  concerns  consisted  of  the  expectation  that  the  $30  million  increase  in 
the  Federal  Payment  requested  with  the  adoption  of  the  fiscal  year  1993  Proposed  Revised  Budget 
would  not  be  granted  within  the  time  frame  projected;  and  other  expected  expenditures  over 
previously  budgeted  levels  in  the  Board  of  Elections  of  $400,000;  Disability  Compensation  of 
$7  million;  Public  Schools  of  $4  million;  and  the  Homeless  of  $4  million. 

Following  discussions  with  Council,  the  Mayor  identified  a  potential  deficit  in  the  District's  fiscal 
years  1993  and  1994  budgets  of  approximately  $149  million.  To  correct  these  potential  problems 
with  the  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994  operating  budgets  as  well  as  to  address  long-term  structural 
budgetary  concerns,  the  Mayor  submitted  the  Omnibus  Bill  on  June  30,  1993  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  Council.  In  July,  1993,  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia  approved  the  following 
actions  to  address  the  potential  deficits: 

•  Agreed  that  the  Pension  Fund  Contribution  problem  did  not  exist  in  fiscal  year  1994 

•  Reduced  the  D.C.  General  Hospital  Deficit  Plan  by  $10  million  recognizing  the  total  deficit 
problem  as  $119  million 

•  A  series  of  spending  reductions  totalling:  $65.4  million,  consisting  of  the  elimination  of  834 
positions,  saving  $27.6  million,  reductions  of  non-personnel  services,  saving  $29  million  and 
reductions  in  independent  agencies'  budget,  saving  $8.8  million 

•  Reform  in  the  workman's  compensation  law,  saving  $4.0  million 

•  Refunding  savings  of  $14.7  million 

•  A  series  of  increased  revenue  actions  totalling:  $35.0  million  which  consist  of  increased  lottery 
revenues  of  $18  million;  $5  million  in  increased  parking  ticket  and  parking  fee  revenues, 
$7.5  million  in  rental  unit  registration  fees  and  other  administrative  solutions  of  $4.5  million 

In  addition,  the  Council  approved  the  Mayor's  legislative  package  for  financial  improvements  by 
giving  the  Mayor  greater  control  over  D.C.  General  Hospital,  the  collection  of  Water  and  Sewer 
accounts  receivables,  managed  health  care  reform,  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  conformance,  and 
mental  health  reforms. 

As  a  result  of  revenue  enhancements  and  expenditure  reduction  initiatives  for  the  fiscal 
year  1993  budget  ended  the  year  with  a  surplus  of  revenues  over  expenditures  of  $7.8  million. 

The  Mayor  believed  that  despite  the  actions  taken  by  the  Council,  there  remained  a  potential 
budget  problem  of  $22  million  in  the  1994  fiscal  year  budget.  This  figure  reflects  $12  million  in 
revenue  concerns  and  the  underfunding  of  a  reserve  for  D.C.  General  Hospital's  accumulated 
deficit.  Therefore,  the  Major  took  the  following  Executive  actions  to  eliminate  the  potential  deficit: 

•  Elimination  of  355  positions  restored  by  the  Council 

•  Privatization  of  medical  services  in  the  Department  of  Corrections 
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•  Cash  Reserve  recalculation 

•  Reduction  in  non-personnel  services  restored  by  Council 

•  Reduction  in  fire  fighter  personnel 

•  Administrative  reductions 

The  1993  Supplemental  Budget  II  and  1994  Revised  Budget  were  approved  by  the  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President  in  October  1993. 

Fiscal  Year  1994  Revised  Budget  II 

In  the  fiscal  year  1994  approved  budget,  mandated  and  priority  program  costs  continue  to 
increase  such  as  Medicaid,  AFDC,  and  public  education.  Although  economic  recovery  is  beginning 
to  be  felt  in  the  District,  these  cost  pressures  required  a  revision  to  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget. 

In  January,  1994,  the  Mayor  announced  a  projected  combined  budget  gap  for  fiscal  years  1994 
and  1995  of  $308  million.  The  Mayor  introduced  corrective  measures  to  the  Council  on  February  8, 
1994.  A  consensus  budget  w/as  signed  by  the  Mayor  on  April  14, 1994.  The  revised  fiscal  year  1994 
budget  provided  for  administrative  spending  reductions  of  $7.0  million  and  new  revenue  initiatives  of 
$55.8  million  to  include  the  following: 

•  Temporary  increase  in  motor  fuel  tax  to  22.5  cents  to  produce  $1.3  million. 

•  Temporary  sales  tax  rate  increase  to  7  percent  to  produce  $10.8  million. 

•  Expand  sales  tax  base  to  delivery  services  to  produce  $.7  million. 

•  Impose  sales  tax  on  employment  agency  services  to  produce  $.9  million 

•  Increase  public  utility  and  toll  telecommunications  gross  receipts  tax  rate  to  10  percent  to 
produce  $1 .7  million. 

•  Expand  gross  receipts  tax  base  to  heating  oil  companies  to  produce  $.3  million. 

•  Tax  security  interests  at  1.1  percent  to  produce  $.6  million. 

•  Conformity  to  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  to  produce  $.2  million. 

•  Increase  various  fees  to  produce  $5.3  million;  insurance  fees  $1.3  million.  Department  of 
Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs  fees  $.9  million,  parking  meter  fees  $.9  million,  learners 
permit  and  road  test  fees  $.2  million,  building  and  land  regulation  fees  $2.0  million. 

•  Impose  a  public  safety  fee  for  fiscal  year  1994  only  to  produce  to  $34.0  million. 

•  The  Council  made  cuts  of  approximately  $70  million  to  agency  budgets  except  retirement 
funds  and  entitlement  programs  such  as  AFDC.  Foster  Care,  and  Medicaid.  Most  of  the 
reductions  were  administrative  spending  adjustments  that  were  made  to  agencies'  nonper- 
sonnel  service  budgets. 

Fiscal  Year  1995  Proposed  Budget 

The  fiscal  year  1995  proposed  budget  reflects  the  community's  needs  and  priorities.  The 
requested  $3,408  billion  for  fiscal  year  1995  will  provide  additional  parole  officers,  additional  funding 
for  the  Medicaid  program,  increased  Aid  to  Dependent  Children  program  funding,  a  Job-Producing 
Economic  Development  fund  and  the  establishment  of  a  Rainy  Day  fund.  Budget  reductions  were 
facilitated  by  contract  management,  limits  on  employee  overtime,  moving  from  leased  space  to 
District  owned  space,  stronger  leave  management  and  the  restructuring  and  refinancing  of  debt 
programs. 
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The  proposed  budget,  as  approved  by  the  Council,  provided  for  administrative  spending 
adjustments  of  $50.0  million  and  new  revenue  initiatives  of  $29.8  million.  The  revenue  initiatives 
included: 

•  Expand  sales  tax  base  to  delivery  services  to  produce  $2.0  million 

•  Impose  sales  tax  on  employment  agency  services  to  produce  $2.5  million 

•  Increase  public  utility  and  toll  telecommunications  gross  receipts  tax  rate  to  10  percent  to 
produce  $5.1  million 

•  Expand  gross  receipts  tax  base  to  heating  oil  companies  to  produce  $1 .8  million 

•  Tax  security  interests  at  1.1  percent  to  produce  $1.8  million 

•  Conformity  to  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  to  produce  $3.7  million 

•  Increase  various  fees  to  produce  $10.9  million:  insurance  fees  $1.3  million,  DCRA  fees 
$1.0  million,  parking  meter  fees  $4.0  million,  learner's  permit  and  road  test  fees  $.8  million, 
building  and  land  regulation  fees  $3.8  million. 

The  Revised  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995  budgets  were  transmitted  to  the  Congress  for 
consideration  on  April  15,  1994. 
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General  Fund 

Actual  and  Estimated  Revenues  and  Expenditures 

Fiscal  Years  1987-1994 

(Budget  Basis) 

($000) 

»etii«l BuJgl 

19*7  iw  mi  1^  1»1  1^  1^  19»4'  1995' 

Revenues: 

Taxes                          $1873,667  $2,021,912  $2,204,598  $2,279,127  $2,371,732  $2,384,300  $2,529,300  $2,420,783  $2,451,492 

Licenses  and  permits  31,907  31.601  33.069  32.285  32,997  41,856  41,413  52,414  55,871 

Fines  and  lorleits        38.569  41,594  45,511  48,542  53,026  51,860  58,969  48,608  51.723 

Charges  lof  services 36.528  48.006  46.966  49.736  51,671  57.420  59.214  63.799  64,862 

Miscellaneous         21,673  35,678  36,459  40,990  48,434  52.251  124.167  168.128  173.127 

Pending  authority    —  —  55.835  11.244 

Intergovernmental'     479.500  459.500  463.800  506.966  625.231  643.772  635.660  1.407.707  1.450.986 

Other  financing  sources^  65,348  58.759 

Total  revenues 2.481.844  2.638.291  2.820.403  2.957.646  3.183.091  3.231.459  3.448.723  4.282.622  4.318.064 

Expenditures: 

Current: 
Govenvnental  direction  & 

support 116,046         120.252         125,161          126,391          130.784         122,391          123,480         110,049  97,387 

Economic  development  & 

regulation        107,453         113,869         120,920         119,264         101,449         103,692           97,848         116,764  125.792 

Human  Resources*  86.274  84.338 

Public  safety  S  justice 651.900         710.071          767.745         869,342         891,757         895,125         931,203         916,913  897,802 

Put)lic  education  system 465.588         516.821          551.047         608.732         603.093         632.592         642.539         765.014  762.483 

Human  support  services 609.344         689.585         744.836         780.782         829.077         889.193         913.122      1.492.607  1.483.621 

PuBlicwori<s       198.757         213.016         205.568         210.261          226.753         201.236         224.351          228.476  226.855 

Personal  services  adjustment —                 —                 —                 —                 —                 —                7.880             —  — 

General  fund  deficrt —                 —                 —                 —                 —                 —                    —              —  — 

Miscellaneous ______               19.572           95.604  168.877 

Debt  service: 

Pnncipal  56J81           70.770           71.743           84.922           97.792         128.917         152,175         163,293  171,718 

interest  and  fiscal  cdarges 152.422         149.061          154.865         155.668         158.884         197.417         188.520         169.959  178.728 

Subtotal 4.146.973      4.197.601 

Pending  appropriation    9.000  — 

Total  expenditures 2.357.771      2.583.465     2.741.863     2.955.562     3.039.589     3.150.563     3.300.690     4.155.973     4.197.601 

EXCESS  OF  REVENUES  OVER 
EXPENDITURES 124.073  54.826  78.520  2.084         143.502  80.896         148.033         135.649         120.463 

Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses): 
Opefating  translers  in  (out)  (107,018)       (63,043)        (78.033)        (88.369)      (142.053)        (81.718)      (139.814)      (125.721)      (119.933) 

EXCESS  OF  REVENUES  OVER 

(UNDER)  EXPENDITURES  AND 

OTHER  USES    (BUDGET) 17.055         (28.217)              487         (86.285)           1.449              (822)          8.219            9.928               530 

Reconciliation  to  GAAP  Basis' 3.233  13.938  4.982         (31.901)       331.710  2.808  — — ^_ 

EXCESS  OF  REVENUES  OVER 
(UNDER)  EXPENDITURES  AND 
OTHER  USES    (GAAP)  $     20.288    $    (14.279)$       5.469    $(118.186)$    333.159    $       1.986    $       8.219    $         _       $         — 

'  Net  effect  ol  adjustments  required  to  state  results  on  a  GAAP  basis. 

'  Oamprised  o(  Federal  revenue  ttie  major  components  ol  whicfi  are  the  Federal  Payment,  additional  payments  from  the  Federal 

government  and  Federal  grants  See  "Sources  of  General  Fund  Revenue — Federal  Revenue  " 
'  Based  on  the  Revised  Fiscal  Year  1994  Budget 

*  Based  on  the  Proposed  Fiscal  Year  1995  Butlget. 

s  Includes  transfers  from  the  Lottery  and  Charitable  Games  Fund. 

*  Represents  a  consolidation  of  human  resources  expenditures  attributable  to  certain  units  of  the  District  government. 
Source:  OfTice  of  the  Budget, 
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General  Fund 

Aciual  Revenues  and  Expenditures 

Fiscal  Years  1987-1993 

(GAAP  Basis)* 

($000) 


1967 


1993 


Revenues 
Taxes 

Property 

Sales  &  Use      

Income  &  franchise . 
Other  


Total  taxes , 

Licenses  and  permits , 

Fines  and  forfeits  

Charges  for  services  , 

Miscellaneous 

Intergovernnnental 

Payment  in  lieu  of  taxes 

Operating  grants    

Total  revenues    

Expenditures: 
Current. 

Governmental  direction  A  support  . . 

Economic  development  &  regulation. 

Public  safety  &  justice     

Public  education  system    

Human  support  services  

Public  works  

Employment  benefits  (deduction) 

Debt  service: 

Principal    

Interest  

Fiscal  charges   


i    541.211 

J    609.425 

»    710.766 

S    737,138 

$    881,878 

i    903,319 

$1,011,663 

459.418 

468.942 

507,169 

546  823 

531.004 

524.750 

504.735 

782.574 

847.611 

896,563 

905,224 

891,587 

708.085 

730.519 

90.464 

95.934 

90,100 

89.942 

67.263 

248.146 

310.935 

1.873,667 

2,021.912 

2,204.598 

2.279.127 

2.371.732 

2.384,300 

2,557,852 

31.907 

31.601 

33.069 

32.285 

32,997 

41.856 

44,564 

38.969 

41.594 

45.511 

48.542 

53.026 

51.860 

51,845 

134,531 

124.943 

125.756 

139.554 

148.810 

148.723 

138,156 

24.076 

129,664 

93.490 

98,431 

125.323 

122.952 

112,012 

479.500 

459.500 

453.800 

506.966 

625.231 

643.772 

635.930 

473.157 

555.197 

532.967 

575,357 

628.370 

695.616 

759,845 

3,055.407      3.364.411       3.489.191       3.680.262       3.985.489      4.089,079       4,300.204 


136.320 

148,194 

147,014 

153,766 

155,541 

142,265 

136,630 

239.248 

251,594 

258,969 

275.225 

289,644 

263.003 

285.249 

613.947 

886,537 

928,983 

1 .040,924 

1.043,279 

1.057.508 

1.067.374 

554.411 

627,393 

658,857 

713.372 

736,652 

754.009 

754,104 

954.434 

1,258,995 

1,097,031 

1,212,370 

1,342,828 

1,411,451 

1.636,871 

250,667 

265,980 

270,089 

287,094 

294.484 

289,587 

303,366 

(210.156) 

(353,854) 

(169,653) 

(234.595) 

(273.006) 

(219,517) 

(295,232) 

53,416 

66,630 

71,743 

64,922 

97.792 

128.917 

151.675 

145,495 

146,783 

153,555 

162,050 

177.452 

204.181 

193.641 

2,913 

1,916 

3,550 

7,878 

9.677 

7.260 

5.755 

Total  expenditures 2.940.695       3.302.166       3,420.138      3.703.006       3,874.343       4.038.664       4.239.433 


EXCESS  OF  REVENUES  OVER  EXPENDITURES 
Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 
Proceeds  (payment)  of: 
General  Fund  Recovery  Bonds 

Refunding  bor^d5 

Refunded  debt 

Refunding  c^^a^ges  

Leases  

Operating  transfers  in  (out): 

Capital  Projects  Fund       

General  Hospital  Fund 

Convention  Center  Fund 

Lottery  &  Games  Fund „ 

University  Fund 

Housing  Finance  Fund 

Pension  Fur>d$    

Starplex  

Water  and  Sewer       


114.712 


62,243 


69.053  (22.744)        111.146 


50.415 


60.771 


— 

— 

— 

_ 

336.605 





248.297 

100.159 

194.903 

— 

— 

272.244 

1,063,322 

239.398) 

(83,703) 

(166.524) 

— 

— 

(261.077) 

(929,738) 

(8,840) 

(16.456) 

(29,312) 

— 

— 

(2.238) 

(127,769) 

— 

"— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

10,920 

(17.897) 

(481) 

5,813 

(13.146) 

(23.119) 

12.323 

1,352 

(42.423) 

(41.930) 

(44,430) 

(49.993) 

(59.510) 

(69.010) 

(58,768) 

(6.261) 

(6.758) 

(8.597) 

(10,603) 

(11.139) 

(12,550) 

(13.250) 

40.100 

42.500 

53.000 

48,875 

45.700 

48.500 

66.875 

(70.215) 

(71.667) 

(74.310) 

(74.958) 

(73.495) 

(73,495) 

(67.796) 

(1.350) 

(1.825) 

(29) 

(778) 

(547) 

(355) 

— 

3.563 

3,639 

4.902 

5.161 

7.518 

8,358 

— 

— 

— 

1.000 

— 

— 

584 

1.847 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

28,287 

— 

Total  Other  Financing  Sources  (Uses) 

EXCESS  (DEFICIENCY)  OF  REVENUES  OVER 
(UNDER)  EXPENDITURES  AND  OTHER  USES 

Fund  Balance  ([deficit),  at  October  1 

Fund  Balance  ( Deficit ) .  al  Septemt)er  30  


(94.424)        (76.522)        (63,584)        (95,442)        222,013  (48,429)        (53,005) 


20,288 
(224,681) 


(14,279)  5,469        (118,186)        333.159 

(204.593)      (218.872)      (213.403)      (331.589) 


1.986 
1.570 


7.766 
3.556 


$  (204.593)  t  (218.872)  $  (213,403)  $  (331,589)  $        1,570    $        3,556    %      11,322 


*  See  combined  financial  statements  and  accompanying  notes  In  Appendix  C,  Prior  year  data  have  been  reclassified  on  a  basis  consistent 
with  the  changes  made  in  the  fiscal  year  1988  audit. 

Source:  Office  of  the  Controller 
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CONSOLIDATED  CASH  FLOW  STATEMENTS 

The  Chief  Financial  Officer  maintains  a  record  of  cash  for  each  of  the  Districts  funds  in  the 
financial  management  system.  The  cash  in  all  operating  bank  accounts  and  short-term  investments 
for  the  General  Fund,  University  Fund,  Enterprise  Funds,  and  Internal  Services  Funds  are  reflected 
in  the  consolidated  cash  flow^  statements  of  the  District.  These  amounts  include  receipts  and 
disbursements  excluded  from  the  appropriated  budget,  such  as  Federal  grant  revenues  and 
expenditures  and  reimbursable  expenditures  and  associated  revenues.  The  District  invests  cash  on 
a  common  basis  and  endeavors  to  maximize  investment  earnings  by  maintaining  minimum  balances 
in  collection  and  disbursing  bank  accounts  and  Investing  Idle  funds  in  collateralized  repurchase 
agreements,  certificates  of  deposit  or  government  securities.  The  District  issues  checks  through  the 
financial  management  system  drav\/n  against  accounts  in  local  banks.  Through  estimating  daily 
presentation  of  checks,  the  District  maintains  sufficient  balances  on  a  daily  basis  to  pay  all  checks 
when  presented. 

Balances  in  trust  accounts  and  the  proceeds  of  capital  project  loans  are  not  reflected  in  the 
consolidated  cash  flow  statements.  In  the  future,  the  District  expects  to  remove  from  the  consoli- 
dated cash  flow  statements  and  its  common  investments  the  cash  for  Enterprise  Funds  if  it  issues 
debt  secured  by  the  revenue  of  such  funds.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Corporation  Counsel,  substantially 
all  of  the  receipts,  except  the  receipts  of  special  real  property  taxes  levied  for  the  benefit  of  general 
obligation  bondholders,  reflected  in  the  projected  consolidated  cash  flow  statement  for  1994 
constitute  "receipts"  and  "available  funds"  as  deflned  in  the  Note  Act,  and  can  legally  be  used  to 
pay  interest  on  and  principal  of  the  Notes. 

The  District's  fiscal  year  1994  cash  flow  shortfall  is  due  to  differences  In  the  timing  of  the  receipt 
of  revenues  and  the  payment  of  expenditures.  The  District's  fiscal  year  1992  beginning  cash 
balances  were  depleted  in  part  due  to:  ( 1 )  funding  of  budget  deficits  of  the  DC.  General  Hospital 
(the  "Hospital")  (2)  the  change  in  fiscal  year  1993  tax  year  to  include  cash  receipts  that  would 
otherwise  have  been  attributable  to  fiscal  year  1994  and  (3)  failure  to  collect  on  certain  receivables 
on  a  timely  basis.  The  District  has  implemented  several  actions  to  remedy  these  problems  including 
the  change  in  governance  of  the  Hospital  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the  Hospital  and  the 
implementation  of  an  aggressive  accounts  receivable  collection  process  in  the  District.  The  District 
expects  to  receive  an  additional  $32.5  million  in  collection  in  fiscal  year  1994  due  to  this  program. 

The  District  expects  to  address  anticipated  cash  flow  shortfalls  in  fiscal  year  1994  by  more 
aggressive  collections  of  accounts  receivables,  deferral  of  the  payment  of  approximately  $189  mil- 
lion of  pension  fund  contributions  until  the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1995,  and  the  issuance  of  the 
Notes.  See  "Litigation." 

Historically,  the  District  has  experienced  seasonal  cash  flow  shortfalls  resulting  from  differ- 
ences in  the  timing  of  the  receipt  of  revenues  and  the  payment  of  expenditures.  The  District  of 
Columbia  during  fiscal  years  1984  through  1991  issued  general  obligation  tax  revenue  anticipation 
notes  to  finance  cash  flow  requirements.  Additionally,  on  September  26,  1991,  the  District  issued 
$336,605,000  of  its  General  Obligation  General  Fund  Recovery  Bonds  to  fund  an  accumulated 
operating  deficit  of  $331,600,000  as  of  September  30,  1990.  In  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993,  the 
District  did  not  issue  general  obligation  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes.  During  fiscal  year  1993  and 
the  first  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1994,  the  District  borrowed  approximately  $140  million  and  $40  million, 
respectively,  from  the  Capital  Projects  Fund  to  fund  the  seasonal  cash  flow  requirements.  Such 
funds  were  repaid  by  September  30,  1993  and  by  November  30,  1993.  respectively.  See  "History  of 
Short-Term  Borrowings." 

The  consolidated  cash  flow  statement  for  fiscal  year  1994  is  consistent  with  the  Districts 
expectations  for  fiscal  year  1994.  They  are  based  upon  the  fiscal  year  1994  Revised  Budget  II.  The 
revised  budget  contains  new  revenue  sources  that  are  untested.  In  addition,  the  fiscal  year  1994 
Revised  Budget  II  budget  contains  significant  expenditure  reductions.  The  cash  flow  statement  also 
incorporates  cash  draws  beyond  fiscal  year  1994  budgeted  appropriation  for  the  DC.  General 
Hospital  and  a  $40  million  Retirement  Board  payment  in  May.  1994.  No  assurance  can  be  given  that 
future  budget  action,  future  estimates  of  revenue,  or  the  ability  of  the  District  to  successfully  meet 
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reduced  spending  levels  or  to  defer  payments  will  conform  to  the  present  assessment  If  expecta- 
tions worsen  or  if  fiscal  and  cash  management  actions  are  not  successfully  undertaken  as 
contemplated,  other  deferrals  of  payments  and  cash  control  actions  will  be  required  In  addition  if 
the  District  were  to  find  that  it  cannot  meet  its  obligations  in  a  timely  manner,  the  District  can  seek  an 
advance  from  the  U.S.  Treasury.  See  "Security  and  Sources  of  Payment— Additional  Sources  of 
Payment— Advances  from  the  Federal  Government." 

PROJECTED  CONSOLIDATED  CASH  FLOW  STATEMENT— FISCAL  YEAR  1994 

($000,000) 


Oct' 

Individual  income  Tax 41  6 

Reai  Property  Tax    S  4 

Special  Real  Property  Tax 0  0 

GeneraJ  Sales  and  Use 

Tax 37.2 

Miscellaneous  Taxes 26.4 

Federal  Payment 47.9 

Miscellaneous  Receipts 117.9 

Water  and  Sewer  Paymem 12  1 

Federal  Grants 60.0 

Short  Term  Notes    0  0 

Receivable  Management 

Program 0.4 

Total  Receipts 351  1 

Payroll  186  4 

Miscellaneous 

Oist)urseiT>ents 92.0 

Public  Assistance 10.6 

Medicaid 62.1 

Pension  Contributions  and 

Benefits 24  0 

Transit  AuttM^rtty 

ConlritMjtion  2.4 

Debt  Service-Bond 

Payments     0.0 

Payment  of  Notes 17.4 

Total 

Disbursements 396  9 

Recetpts-Disbursements (45  8) 

Beginning  Balance    68  3 

Endir>g  Balances 22  5 

<  Actual 


Dec^ 


Apr 


May      June 


July        Aug         SepI 


377 
68 
OO 

57.7 
4  1 
00 

866 
71 
00 

353 
04 
00 

358 
1530 
450 

74  9 

134 

127.2 

62  8 
75 
00 

607 
45 
0.0 

44.5 
34 
00 

44.4 

15  0 
00 

587 
1493 
1807 

640  9 
3699 
3529 

355 

39.7 

382 

244 

43  5 

382 

396 

39.6 

426 

42  7 

25.5 

50.7 

390 

290 

59  3 

52.2 

454 

543 

81  1 

924 

69  7 

627  0 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

00 

648  0 

675 

561 

56  5 

73  8 

62  5 

62  5 

625 

625 

645 

636 

8068 

95 

176 

27  6 

102 

191 

187 

123 

15.2 

19  1 

84 

188  8 

113 

120.1 

82.8 

570 

688 

64.0 

640 

640 

60.1 

589 

488 

759  8 

00 

00 

00 

00 

200  0 

0.0 

00 

00 

00 

2000 

04 

0.4 

4.6 

1.4 

OB 

7.8 

2.3 

2.4 

7.2 

2.4 

24 

325 

7932 

3497 

3320 

2316 

4902 

4593 

5028 

300.3 

316  6 

3394 

6243 

5.0905 

1650 

159.9 

1598 

1519 

177  9 

189  2 

1530 

1530 

153  0 

1694 

181  4 

2,001  9 

1533 

168.0 

640 

1059 

67  3 

75  1 

784 

78.4 

764 

668 

71  6 

1.1192 

107 

11  0 

10  2 

101 

102 

101 

10  2 

102 

1263 

64.8 

53.2 

501 

526 

430 

40.8 

408 

408 

40.8 

408 

5794 

1735 

244 

243 

244 

246 

24  6 

647 

247 

24  7 

247 

247 

4833 

538 

00 

330 

00 

00 

31  5 

00 

00 

229 

00 

00 

1436 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

00 

450 

127  2 

00 

00 

00 

00 

1807 

352  9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

00 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

OO 

2029 

2203 

6063 

4276 

3457 

3430 

398  4 

5008 

3470 

307  1 

3299 

3119 

712  3 

5.026  9 

1869 

(779) 

(137) 

(1114) 

91  8 

(415) 

1558 

(66) 

(133) 

27  5 

(880) 

636 

131  5 

1178 

64 

982 

567 

2125 

2057 

1924 

2199 

683 

209.4 

131.5 

1178 

64 

98.2 

567 

212.5 

205.7 

1924 

219.9 

1319 

131  9 
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CONSOLIDATED  CASH  FLOW  STATEMENT- 
($000,000) 


-FISCAL  YEAR  1993 


Oct 


Nov. 


Dw. 


Jan. 


FM>. 


May 


Juna 


July 


Aug.        8«pt 


Individual  incoma  Tax 39.6  43. S            55.1 

Raal  Property  Tax 5.0  S.9              5.7 

Spaaai  Real  Properly  Tax ... .  0.0  0.0             0.0 
General  Sales  and  Use 

Tax  37  1  34  4              33  5 

Miscellaneous  Taxes  128  25 1             52  8 

Federal  Payment  645  9  0  0              0.0 

Miscellaneous  Receipts  67.1  69  7             67  3 

Water  and  Sewer  Payment  111  25  6             10.4 

Federal  Grants 27.5  38.6            58.6 

Recovery  Bonds /Notes .        00  00  0.0 

Total  Racelpu B46.1  240  7 

Payroll 1818  1437 

Miscellaneous 

Disbursements 97.6  109.1 

Public  Assistance 9,7  9.9 

Medicaid 46.3  42,7 

Pension  Conthbuttons  and 

Benefits  958  227 

Transit  Authority 

Contribution **■*  0" 

Debt  Serviea « 2  <"> 

Recovery  Bonds /Notaa 0-0             00          

Total 

Olsbursementa      . .  516  8  328  1           328.7 

R«»i0ts-Dl8bursementa 327  3  (57  4)           (451) 

Beginning  Balance 1596  486  9            399.5 

Ending  Balances  496  9  399  5            354  4 


720 
5.6 
0.0 

353 
302 

00 
67  4 
12  5 
636 

00 


42.8 
2.7 
0.0 

297 
280 

00 
652 
254 
636 

OO 


347 
160.3 
722 

354 
506 

0.0 
74  1 
132 
596 

OO 


2836 

1444 

101.4 
10.2 
50.0 

227 

0.0 
00 
0.0 


2866 
1434 

87.3 
10  4 
50.0 

94.1 

0.0 
0.0 
OO 


2574 
146  6 

853 
104 
460 


500.1 
166.0 

104.3 
105 
46  0 


22.7        227 


49.3 
OO 
OO 


0.0 

740 

0.0 


700 
Kl 
552 

38  1 
61  7 
00 
51  8 
13.2 
59.2 

00 

4044 
1929 

116  5 
107 
51.9 

95  6 

260 

940 

0.0 


568 

8.2 

00 

37.2 
45.2 

OO 
689 
19.0 
747 

0.0 


577 
51 
00 

375 
599 

OO 
797 
172 
66.7 

0.0 


39.4 
1.6 
0.0 

396 
585 

OO 
191  0 
168 
62.0 

OO 


44.9 
11.4 
0.0 

363 
629 

0.0 
528 
20.2 
69.3 

0.0 


312.0 
1321 

115.0 
107 
404 

229 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


3238 

1445 

67.2 
107 
561 

229 

OO 
00 
00 


410.9 
152  2 

802 
109 
534 


317  8 
160  6 

97.2 
10.9 
543 


23.0        23.9 


7.4 
0.0 
00 


0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


649 
169.3 
167.0 

34.8 
669 

OO 
520 
13.5 
62.1 

OO 


6325 

1359 

285.3 

11  1 
523 

241 

0.0 

1670 

0.0 


6234 
4330 
294.4 

4292 
577  6 
6459 
907.0 
2001 
705.3 

OO 

4.815  9 
1.8461 

1.348  4 
126.1 
569  4 

493.3 

127.7 

378.2 

0.0 


385.2        3603  425  5 

(966)  (1029)  746 

3544         255.8  152.9 

255.8         1529  227  5 


588.4  3211  301.4  327  1  346  9  676.7  4.907.2 
(1640)        (9.1)  22.4  838  (291)  (432)  (91.3) 

227.5  43.5  34.4  56.6  140.6  111.5  1596 
43.5         34.4  56.8  140.6  1115  68.3  68.3 
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SOURCES  OF  GENERAL  FUND  REVENUE 

The  General  Fund  operations  are  funded  through  two  basic  revenue  sources:  local  source 
revenue  and  Federal  revenue. 

Local  Source  Revenue 

Local  source  revenue  accounted  for  approximately  80%  of  total  District  revenues  on  a  budget 
basis,  excluding  Federal  grants,  in  fiscal  year  1992  and  approximately  81%  of  such  revenues  in 
fiscal  year  1993. 

faxes — All  District  taxes  are  revenues  to  the  General  Fund.  For  fiscal  year  1994,  percentages 
are  stated  on  a  budget  basis  excluding  Federal  grants.  Major  taxes  are  as  follows: 

Real  Property  Tax— levied  on  all  real  property  in  the  District  not  expressly  exempted  by  Chapter 
10  of  Title  47  of  the  D.C.  Code.  It  is  imposed  annually  on  October  1  on  the  basis  of  100%  of 
estimated  market  value,  and  is  payable  in  two  equal  installments,  on  March  31  and  September  15. 
Delinquent  real  property  taxes  are  subject  to  a  1 0%  penalty  if  payment  is  received  at  any  time  after 
the  due  date  and  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  October  1  of  the  year  after  levy. 
Interest  accrues  at  the  rate  of  1%  per  month  on  the  amount  due  for  each  month  or  part  thereof  the 
tax  is  in  arrears.  Property  is  currently  taxed  in  the  following  categories:  (1)  owner-occupied 
residential  property  of  fewer  than  six  dwelling  units,  taxed  at  the  lowest  rate;  (2)  owner-occupied 
multi-family  residential  real  property  of  more  than  five  dwelling  units  and  non-owner  occupied 
residential  real  property;  (3)  hotels  and  motels;  (4)  all  improved  and  occupied  real  property  not 
falling  in  classes  1-3;  and  (5)  all  unimproved  and  improved  but  unoccupied  real  property  which 
does  not  fall  under  categories  1-4,  which  is  taxed  at  the  highest  rate.  There  is  no  limitation  in  the 
Home  Rule  Act  on  the  amount  or  rate  of  real  property  tax  levies.  Real  property  taxes  accounted  for 
approximately  28%  of  General  Fund  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1993.  They  are  estimated  to  account  for 
22%  of  such  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Personal  Property  Tax— levied  annually  at  the  rate  of  $3.40  per  $100  of  assessed  valuation  on  all 
tangible  personal  property  used  in  a  trade  or  business,  except  inventories.  Personal  property  taxes 
are  due  in  full  on  July  31  of  each  year.  The  personal  property  tax  accounted  for  approximately  2%  of 
General  Fund  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1993.  It  is  estimated  to  account  for  2%  of  such  revenues  in 
fiscal  year  1994. 

Individual  Income  Tax— applicable  to  all  individual  domiciliaries  and  residents  of  the  District  at 
rates  from  6  to  9.5%  of  taxable  income.  The  District  is  not  authorized  to  levy  a  tax  on  the  income 
earned  by  non-resident  individuals.  The  individual  income  tax  accounted  for  approximately  18%  of 
General  Fund  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1993.  It  is  estimated  to  account  for  approximately  20%  of  such 
revenues  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Sales  and  Use  Tax— applicable  to  all  tangible  personal  property  sold  or  rented  at  retail,  and  to 
selected  services  in  the  District,  with  certain  exceptions.  The  general  rate  is  6%  but  rates  on  certain 
items  and  services  range  from  6%  to  12%.  The  general  sales  and  use  taxes  accounted  for 
approximately  12%  of  General  Fund  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1993.  They  are  estimated  to  account  for 
approximately  14%  of  such  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Public  Utility  Tax— levied  at  the  rate  of  9.7%  of  the  gross  receipts  of  gas,  electric  and  telephone 
companies  in  the  District  and  accounted  for  approximately  4%  of  General  Fund  revenues  in  fiscal 
year  1993.  It  is  estimated  to  account  for  10%  of  such  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Franchise  Taxes— levied  at  the  rate  of  10%  (plus  a  2.5%  surtax)  on  the  taxable  income  from 
District  sources  of  corporations  (including  financial  institutions)  and  of  unincorporated  businesses 
with  annual  gross  income  above  $12,000.  Unincorporated  businesses  pay  the  tax  on  70%  of  net 
profits,  less  certain  exemptions.  Franchise  taxes  accounted  for  approximately  4%  of  General  Fund 
revenues  in  fiscal  year  1993.  They  are  estimated  to  account  for  approximately  4%  of  such  revenues 
In  fiscal  year  1994. 
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Miscellaneous  Revenues — Other  local  source  revenues  inciuae  various  excise  idxes  anu  uiner 
taxes.  Also  included  are  a  variety  of  fees  for  licenses  and  permits,  charges  for  services,  fines  and 
forfeitures,  and  interest  income  and  income  from  the  disposition  of  unclaimed  property.  Additionally, 
a  public  safety  fee  for  fiscal  year  1994,  expected  to  generate  $34.0  million,  has  been  enacted  on  an 
emergency  basis. 

Federal  Revenue 

Federal  revenue  constitutes  the  second  major  source  of  funding  of  General  Fund  operations. 
The  major  components  of  Federal  revenue  are  the  Federal  Payment,  additional  payments  from  the 
Federal  government  and  Federal  grants.  Excluding  Federal  grants,  this  source  accounted  for  20%  of 
total  appropriated  General  Fund  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1992,  19%  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  [19%]  in 
fiscal  year  1993  on  a  budget  basis.  It  is  estimated  to  account  for  20%  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal 
year  1995. 

The  Federal  Payment— The  Federal  government  has  made  annual  contributions  for  local 
expenses  during  most  of  the  District's  existence.  Such  contributions,  which  have  come  to  be  known 
as  the  Federal  Payment,  are  based  on  the  local  impact  of  the  Federal  presence  and  the  unusual  role 
of  the  District  as  the  nation's  capital.  The  Federal  Payment  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1988, 1989, 1990 
and  initially  1991  was  $430.5  million,  continuing  a  trend  in  which  the  Federal  Payment  portion  of  the 
District's  revenue  base  declined  from  20%  in  fiscal  year  1985  to  15%  in  fiscal  year  1990.  Congress 
passed  legislation  and  such  legislation  was  signed  into  law  by  the  President  in  April,  1991, 
authorizing  a  supplemental  Federal  Payment  appropriation  of  $100  million  for  fiscal  year  1991. 
Congress  passed  legislation  and  such  legislation  was  signed  into  law  by  the  President  in  Au- 
gust 1991,  authorizing  a  $630  million  Federal  Payment  to  the  District  for  fiscal  year  1992.  Such 
payment  represents  an  increase  of  approximately  46%  over  the  fiscal  year  1991  level.  On  Septem- 
ber 30,  1992,  Congress  authorized  a  $625  million  Federal  Payment  to  the  District  of  Columbia  for 
fiscal  year  1993.  The  legislation  was  signed  Into  law  by  the  President  on  October  5,  1992.  The 
Federal  Payment  comprised  20%  of  the  total  District  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1992. 

The  legislation  authorizing  future  Federal  Payments,  through  1995,  to  be  made  in  annual 
amounts  equaling  24%  of  the  District's  local  source  revenues  (or  the  fiscal  year  two  years  prior 
requires  that  the  General  Accounting  Office  ("GAO  ")  certify  the  District's  local  source  revenues 
using  the  District's  audited  financial  statements.  The  District's  auditors,  at  the  request  of  Congress 
and  GAO,  performed  a  special  audit  report  on  local  source  revenues.  This  document  was  submitted 
to  GAO  and  was  used  to  support  the  requested  local  source  revenue  calculation  for  1994.  GAO  has 
not  challenged  the  special  audit  report.  The  1994  Federal  Payment  amount  is  $648  million. 

Additional  Payments  from  the  Federal  Government — The  Federal  government  periodically  has 
made  additional  payments  to  the  District  to  assist  the  funding  of  Federally  mandated  program 
initiatives  or  for  the  costs  of  extraordinary  events  in  the  District.  Such  appropriations  have  included 
assistance  in  connection  with  the  transfer  of  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital,  public  safety,  social,  educa- 
tional and  health  related  services,  to  reimburse  the  District  for  inaugural  expenses  and  to  assist  with 
the  expense  of  uncompensated  medical  care.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  $17,327,000  was  appropriated  as 
a  contribution  for  crime  and  youth  initiatives  in  the  District. 

Federal  Grants — The  District  is  eligible  to  receive  numerous  Federal  grants,  including  Medicaid 
payments,  low-income  housing  funds,  community  development  block  grants  and  Section  8  housing 
subsidies.  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children,  and  various  education  grants.  The  major  portion 
of  annual  grant  revenues  is  received  on  a  reimbursement  basis,  after  expenditures  have  been 
incurred.  Changes  in  the  Federal  government's  fiscal  priorities  may  affect  the  receipt  of  grant  funds 
in  any  year.  Total  Federal  grant  revenues  in  fiscal  year  1992  of  $695  million  accounted  for  an 
additional  17%  of  General  Fund  revenues  above  the  appropriations  (or  the  Federal  Payment  and 
additional  payments.  Grant  expenditures  and  revenues  are  included  in  the  financial  statements  of 
the  General  Fund,  but  are  not  included  in  the  District's  appropriated  General  Fund  budget. 
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Effect  of  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act— On  November  5, 1990,  P.L.  101-508,  which  contained  the 
Budget  Enforcement  Act  of  1990  (the  "Budget  Act"),  became  law.  Building  upon  the  Gramm- 
Rudman-Hollings  Act  of  1985  ("Gramm-Rudman"),  the  Budget  Act  adds  new  enforcement  mecha- 
nisms for  discretionary  spending  entitlements  and  receipts  to  reduce  the  Federal  budget  deficit 
through  fiscal  year  1995.  In  the  area  of  discretionary  spending,  which  includes  the  Federal  Payment 
to  the  District,  deficit  reductions  are  to  be  achieved  by  new  "sequestration"  mechanisms,  which  will 
reduce  certain  categories  of  Federal  spending,  including  funds  to  the  District,  if  annual  appropria- 
tions bills  exceed  specified  caps  during  fiscal  years  1991  through  1995. 

Under  Gramm-Rudman,  the  sequestration  procedure  was  triggered  at  the  beginning  of  a  fiscal 
year  when  the  overall  projected  deficit  for  that  year  exceeded  the  Gramm-Rudman  deficit  target. 
Under  the  Budget  Act,  the  sequestration  procedure  for  discretionary  spending,  such  as  the  Federal 
Payment  and  other  funds  to  the  District,  is  thggered  when  Congress  appropriates  too  much  money 
to  certain  categories  of  spending. 

The  three  categories  of  Federal  discretionary  spending — defense,  international  and  domestic — 
were  subject  to  statutory  caps  on  both  budget  authority  and  outlays  for  fiscal  years  1991  through 
1993.  For  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995,  the  three  categories  have  been  merged  into  a  single  category 
of  discretionary  spending.  The  Federal  Payment  to  the  District  is  considered  a  domestic  discretion- 
ary appropriation  under  the  Budget  Act. 

Within  each  of  the  three  categories,  Congress  can  enact  spending  bills  that  raise  and  lower 
spending  on  specific  programs  in  any  manner  it  chooses,  as  long  as  the  total  spending  within  each 
category  for  each  fiscal  year  does  not  exceed  the  statutory  cap  for  that  year.  If  appropriations  bills 
exceed  the  cap  for  a  category,  sequestration  will  reduce  spending  proportionally  on  all  programs 
within  the  category  to  absorb  the  excess.  The  Budget  Act  allows  the  President  to  adjust  the 
discretionary  spending  caps  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  such  as  changes  in  inflation  and  credit 
estimates,  and  Presidentially-determined  emergency  requirements,  upon  Congressional  approval. 
Conceivably,  Federal  funds  could  be  provided  to  the  District  under  the  "emergency"  provisions  of 
the  Budget  Act. 

No  Federal  funds  to  the  District  were  sequestered  in  fiscal  year  1991,  under  Gramm-Rudman, 
or  in  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993  under  the  Budget  Act.  The  likelihood  or  effect  of  a  sequestration 
order  to  balance  the  Federal  Government  budget  for  future  fiscal  years  cannot  be  predicted  at  this 
time.  The  District  expects  that  any  cuts  in  future  Federal  source  revenues  caused  by  the  Budget  Act 
will  have  to  be  matched  by  a  combination  of  growth  in  other  District  revenues  and  reductions  In 
expenditures. 


28 


173 


GENERAL  FUND  EXPENDITURES 

Three  categories  historically  account  for  approximately  80%  of  total  General  Fund  expenditures 
and  uses  on  a  GAAP  basis.  These  are  human  support  services,  public  safety  and  justice,  and  the 
public  education  system  of  the  District.  For  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995,  percentages  are  stated  on  a 
budget  basis. 

Human  Support  Services — includes  expenditures  for  services  essential  to  the  health  and  social 
well-being  of  the  District's  residents,  and  encompasses  the  operations  of  the  Department  of  Human 
Services,  which  provides  health,  social  and  rehabilitative  programs  and  administers  the  major 
Federal  grant-supported  assistance  programs,  including  Medicaid  and  Aid  to  Families  with  Depen- 
dent Children.  Also  in  this  category  is  the  District's  financing  of  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital,  formerly  a 
Federal  psychiatric  Institution  serving  Federal  beneficiaries  and  District  residents.  The  General  Fund 
contribution  to  the  District's  General  Hospital  (historically  about  43%  of  the  hospital's  total  operating 
cost)  Is  recorded  as  an  Other  Financing  Use.  General  Fund  expenditures  for  human  support 
services  were  27.3%  and  27.6%  of  the  General  Fund  expenditures  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992, 
respectively.  They  are  expected  to  account  for  27.0%  and  26.4%  In  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995. 

PL.  98-621,  signed  into  law  on  November  8, 1984,  mandated  the  transfer  of  administrative  and 
operational  responsibility  for  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital  from  the  Federal  government  to  the  District  by 
fiscal  year  1988,  and  financial  responsibility  by  fiscal  year  1991.  Federal  operating  support  and 
subsidies  continued  through  the  end  of  fiscal  1991  in  the  aggregate  amount  of  $299  million,  and 
permanent  Federal  financial  responsibility  for  certain  categories  of  patients  Including  those  referred 
by  the  Federal  courts  and  those  referred  by  Federal  facilities  will  continue  indefinitely. 

In  fiscal  year  1993  Medicaid  contributions  represented  8.3%  of  the  District's  appropriated 
operating  budget,  while  In  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  such  conthbutions  represented  8.4%  and  8.3% 
respectively.  The  District  govemment  has  been  aggressive  in  seeking  Medicaid  cost  containment. 
An  annually  negotiated  agreement  with  13  public  and  private  hospitals  in  the  District  limits  both 
Inpatient  costs  and  annual  cash  outlays.  Revised  Medicaid  rules  were  approved  on  August  9.  1990, 
to  limit  Medicaid  costs  of  nursing  home  care  and  to  make  annual  outlays  more  predictable.  In  1988, 
a  prepaid  health  plan  for  Medicaid  recipients  was  inaugurated  and  there  are  now  approximately 
14,710  members.  Regulations  have  been  adopted  that  will  limit  the  amount  that  the  District  will  pay 
for  co-payments  and  deductibles  for  persons  receiving  both  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

In  the  revised  fiscal  year  1992  budget,  the  District  established  a  Commission  on  Health  Care 
Finance  within  the  Department  of  Human  Services  to  manage  Medicaid  and  to  Implement  various 
District  cost  containment  and  policy  initiatives  regarding  Medicaid  and  health  care  finance.  To 
address  the  increased  cost  of  medical  assistance,  the  District  negotiated  with  health  care  providers 
and  passed  legislation  to  assess  public  and  private  hospitals,  nursing  homes  and  Intermediate  care 
facilities  for  the  mentally  retarded  for  additional  general  fund  revenues  for  the  Medicaid  program. 
This  assessment  is  generating  an  additional  $31 .8  million  in  general  fund  revenues  in  fiscal  years 

1993  and  1994.  These  initiatives  also  include  revising  inpatient  hospital  and  nursing  homes 
reimbursement  methodologies  to  more  accurately  reflect  actual  services  rendered.  Additionally,  the 
District  recently  established  a  Managed  Care  Program  for  AFDC  recipients.  The  District  projects  that 
Implementation  of  this  program  will  result  in  an  annual  savings  in  Medicaid  payments  of  $2.5  million. 

The  District  believes  these  Initiatives,  combined  with  the  Implementation  of  a  program  designed 
to  increase  Federal  Medicaid  reimbursements,  will  assist  in  managing  program  grov/th. 

The  D.C.  General  Hospital  (the  "Hospital")  is  the  District's  only  public  hospital.  The  fiscal  year 

1994  budgeted  transfer  from  the  General  Fund  for  the  Hospital  is  $43  million.  The  Hospital  fund,  a 
component  unit,  has  an  estimated  $109.5  million  accumulated  deficit  as  of  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1993.  Financing  certain  of  the  Hospital's  deficit  has  had  an  impact  on  the  District's  General  Fund 
cash  flow.  In  an  effort  to  assist  the  Hospital  in  attaining  financial  stability,  a  change  of  governance 
was  proposed  by  the  Mayor  and  adopted  by  the  Council.  As  of  October  1,  1993,  the  Executive 
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Director  of  the  Hospital  reports  to  the  Mayor  rather  than  to  a  Board.  The  Board  has  since  assumed 
an  advisory  capacity.  A  report  detailing  the  steps  needed  to  improve  the  financial  condition  of  the 
Hospital  will  be  presented  to  the  Council  In  May,  1994. 

On  March  6.  1991.  the  District  of  Columbia  Emergency  Overnight  Shelter  Amendment  Act  of 
1990,  D.C.  Law  8-197,  repealed  the  District  of  Columbia  Right  to  Overnight  Shelter  Initiative  of  1984, 
D.C.  Law  5-146.  The  District  believes  that  the  repeal  of  this  Act  will  have,  over  time,  a  moderating 
impact  on  the  expenditure  levels  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Shelter  and  Support  Services.  In  fiscal 
year  1994,  the  District  is  aggressively  pursuing  alternative  housing  for  homeless  families  and 
applying  the  new  restriction  in  the  law  to  contain  cost. 

Public  Safety  and  Justice — includes  expenditures  for  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department,  Fire 
Department,  Department  of  Corrections,  Courts,  Corporation  Counsel  and  other  legal  service 
programs.  The  District  has  an  authorized  uniform  police  officer  force  of  4,500  officers.  The  District's 
police  force  is  supplemented  by  a  number  of  Federal  protection  forces.  This  expenditure  category 
also  includes  the  District's  contributions  to  the  locally  administered  pension  fund  for  police  officers, 
firefighters  and  judges.  General  Fund  expenditures  for  public  safety  and  justice  were  27%  of  General 
Fund  expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1992,  27%  for  fiscal  year  1993  and  are  estimated  to  be  27%  for 
fiscal  year  1994. 

The  District  currently  operates  an  adult  detention  facility  in  the  District  Central  Detention  Facility, 
and  eight  adult  correctional  institutions  in  Lorton,  Virginia,  including  a  new  minimum  security 
institution.  There  are  also  ten  community  correctional  centers  (department  and  contract  halfway 
houses)  and  alternative  to  incarceration  programs  In  the  District.  The  District  houses  female  felons 
at  halfway  houses,  the  Female  Unit  at  the  Correctional  Treatment  Facility,  and  the  Lorton  Minimum 
Security  Annex,  and  female  misdemeanants  at  the  detention  facility.  As  of  February  1993,  the 
District's  combined  detention  facilities,  the  Lorton  Complex  and  community  correctional  centers 
have  an  operating  capacity  of  11,097  and  a  current  population  of  10,562.  For  the  same  time  period, 
the  District's  total  correctional  inmate  population  including  inmates  housed  in  other  state  and 
Federal  facilities  was  approximately  1 1 ,329. 

The  District  is  a  member  of  the  Interstate  Corrections  Compact.  Under  this  compact,  member 
states  have  the  ability  to  place  prisoners  in  other  members'  correctional  facilities  for  the  costs 
associated  with  incarceration. 

All  persons  convicted  of  criminal  offenses  in  the  District  are  sentenced  to  the  custody  of  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  United  States.  The  Attorney  General  has  complete  discretion  to  determine 
the  location  where  those  prisoners  will  serve  their  sentences  and  may  direct  District  prisoners  to  any 
Institution  in  the  Federal  prison  system  or  to  institutions  operated  by  the  District  located  at  Lorton, 
Virginia.  The  District  reimburses  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  for  the  offenders  so  incarcerated. 

Public  Education  System — Includes  expenditures  for  the  public  school  system,  which,  as  of 
October  of  1992  served  approximately  80,937  students  through  the  secondary  level.  The  District's 
contribution  to  the  locally  administered  teachers'  pension  fund  is  also  included  in  this  category.  The 
General  Fund  contribution  to  the  University  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is  recorded  as  an  Other 
Financing  Use.  General  Fund  expenditures  for  public  education  were  20.6%  of  General  Fund 
expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1993,  and  approximately  21.6%  on  a  budget  basis  of  such  expenditures 
for  fiscal  year  1994.  They  are  estimated  to  be  21%  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  Budget  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools  has  averaged  16.7%  of  the  District's 
appropriated  budget  over  the  last  four  years.  The  public  school  system  budget  increased  by  3.8%  in 
fiscal  year  1994  from  the  fiscal  year  1993  budget  and  increased  1.5%  in  the  proposed  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  from  fiscal  year  1994.  The  budget  increase  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  proposed  increase  in 
fiscal  year  1995  are  needed  to  support  pay  raises  for  public  school  system  employees. 
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WATER  AND  SEWER  ENTERPRISE  FUND 

The  District  finances  a  regional  water  production  and  distribution  facility,  the  Washington 
Aqueduct,  which  is  owned  by  the  Federal  government  and  operated  on  its  behalf  by  the  United 
States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  operates  the  Blue  Plains  Advanced  Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant  and  a  sewer  line  system  serving  the  Washington  metropolitan  area.  Presently,  the  water  and 
sewer  services  provided  by  both  facilities  to  suburban  jurisdictions  and  the  Federal  government  are 
on  cost-reimbursement  and  payment  in  lieu  of  reimbursement  basis,  respectively.  District  residents 
are  billed  directly  by  the  District  for  water  and  sewer  service. 

In  1983,  the  District  enacted  a  five-year  series  of  increases  in  water  and  sewer  rates  designed 
to  put  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  on  a  self-sustaining  basis.  The  first  increase  of  35% 
went  into  effect  October  1 ,  1983,  and  was  followed  by  a  second  increase  of  30%  effective  October  1 , 
1984,  a  third  increase  of  25%  effective  October  1,  1985,  and  a  fourth  increase  of  15%  effective 
October  1,  1986.  The  fifth  and  final  scheduled  increase  of  10%  originally  due  to  go  Into  effect 
October  1,  1987  was  cancelled.  After  five  years  of  losses  and  an  accumulated  deficit  peaking  at 
$58  million  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1984,  the  Fund  achieved  a  net  income  of  $1.8  million  for  fiscal 
year  1985.  The  deficit  was  eliminated  in  fiscal  year  1987,  eighteen  months  ahead  of  the  original 
targeted  date.  For  fiscal  year  1991,  the  Fund  achieved  an  income  before  transfers  of  $14.3  million, 
which  increased  retained  earnings  to  $145.8  million.  For  fiscal  year  1992.  the  fund  achieved  an 
income  before  transfers  of  $12.7  million  and  made  a  one  time  transfer  of  $28.3  million  to  the  General 
Fund.  This  produced  a  net  loss  of  $15.6  million  to  the  fund  which  decreased  retained  earnings  to 
$133.5  million.  For  fiscal  year  1993,  the  fund  generated  $190.9  million  in  gross  revenues  and 
expenses  of  $193.1  million,  resulting  in  a  net  loss  of  $2.2  million  after  depreciation  closed  to 
contributed  capital  of  $3.3  million,  retained  earnings  increased  to  $134.6  million.  The  Districts  Water 
and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  capital  projects  have  been  financed  with  a  combination  of  Federal 
grants,  general  obligation  bonds,  and  cash  from  operations. 

WASHINGTON  METROPOLITAN  AREA  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

The  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority  (WMATA)  was  created  by  interstate 
compact  in  1967,  with  the  consent  of  Congress,  by  the  District  and  localities  in  the  states  of 
Maryland  and  Virginia  to  construct  and  operate  a  103  mile,  87  station,  rapid  rail  transit  system,  and 
to  purchase  and  operate  several  of  the  area's  privately  owned  bus  systems.  Rail  construction  began 
in  1967.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  construction  is  scheduled  to  begin  on  the  Mid-City  Green  Line  segment 
in  the  District.  This  segment  runs  2.9  miles  and  will  include  2  stations.  Construction  is  being 
completed  on  extensions  of  the  Red  and  Blue  Lines.  On  December  11,  1993,  regular  service  began 
on  the  Green  Line  between  Fort  Totten  and  Greenbelt.  This  segment  expands  the  rapid  rail  system 
to  a  total  of  89.5  miles  and  74  stations. 

Localities  in,  and  the  states  of,  Maryland  and  Virginia  and  the  District  make  annual  cash 
payments  to  WMATA  for  capital  purposes.  The  District  contributed  $5.3  million  to  WMATA  in  fiscal 
year  1991  as  its  share  of  the  capital  outlays.  The  District  contributed  $35.9  million  to  WMATA  in 
fiscal  year  1992,  $50.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1993,  and  is  estimated  to  contribute  $50.0  million  in  fiscal 
year  1994  and  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  as  its  share  of  the  capital  outlays. 

To  finance  construction,  WMATA  issued  $997  million  of  revenue  bonds  which  were  guaranteed 
by  the  Federal  government.  Pursuant  to  a  contractual  obligation  to  the  United  States  Department  of 
Transportation,  the  District's  estimated  share  of  WMATA's  debt  service  on  those  revenue  bonds  will 
require  payments  of  approximately  $10.3  million  annually  through  fiscal  year  2014. 

For  its  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1992,  WMATA's  audited  operating  expenses  (excluding 
depreciation  of  $197.4  million)  exceeded  operating  revenues  by  $274.4  million.  The  District's  share 
of  those  operating  subsidies  was  $122.1  million.  In  addition,  the  District  received  a  Federal  grant  of 
$6.8  million  in  fiscal  year  1992,  which  was  used  to  finance  part  of  the  operating  losses.  The  District's 
share  of  WMATA's  operating  costs  and  the  Federal  grant  assistance  for  the  District's  fiscal  year 

31 


176 


1993  were  $126.9  million  and  $6.8  million,  respectively.  The  District's  share  of  WMATAs  operating 
costs  and  the  Federal  grant  assistance  for  the  District's  fiscal  year  1994  were  $124.9  million  and 
$6.8  million,  respectively  and  for  fiscal  year  1995  are  estimated  to  be  $129.6  million  and  $6.8  million, 
respectively.  The  District  has  previously  received  Federal  subsidies  to  partially  offset  the  District's 
share  of  WMATAs  operating  costs  but  no  assurance  can  be  given  that  such  Federal  assistance  will 
be  available  in  future  years.  The  District's  share  of  WMATAs  annual  debt  service  and  operating  loss 
is  reported  as  a  current  expenditure  for  transportation  services  in  the  General  Fund. 

Replacement  and  rehabilitation  costs  in  WMATA's  Capital  Improvement  Program  ("CIP")  are 
expected  to  increase  from  $8.0  million  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  $24.0  million  in  fiscal  year  1997.  The 
increase  in  the  repair  parts  reserve  will  increase  the  District's  contribution  to  the  CIP  from 
$4.6  million  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  $20  million  in  fiscal  year  1997.  The  change  in  the  repair  parts 
reserve  and  most  of  the  changes  in  the  replacement  and  rehabilitation  costs  were  included  in  past 
WMATA  capital  estimates.  The  District  is  also  considering  paying  some  of  WMATAs  CIP  costs  on  a 
pay-as-you-go  basis  from  the  District  operating  budget. 

The  District,  in  an  effort  to  control  the  CIP  costs  at  a  time  when  rail  construction  costs  are 
escalating  dramatically,  incorporated  provisions  in  the  Local  Funding  Agreement  with  WMATA  which 
restrict  combined  construction  and  CIP  payments  to  $50  million  annually  between  fiscal  years  1994 
and  1997.  This  payment  arrangement  allows  the  District  to  level  out  its  payments  and  satisfy  its  total 
commitment  to  the  construction  CIP  program. 

The  District's  share  of  Metrorail  operating  subsidy  for  WMATA  is  expected  to  decrease  over 
time  as  additional  suburban  segments  of  the  system  are  brought  on-line.  Currently  the  deficit  is 
allocated  to  participating  jurisdictions  based  upon  population  and  population  density,  number  of 
stations  and  ridership,  in  equal  shares.  As  new  stations  open  outside  of  the  District  and  suburban 
ridership  increases,  the  District's  proportionate  share  of  costs  should  decrease.  However,  with  the 
capital  replacement  requirements  and  the  increasing  service  costs  of  the  expanded  system,  the 
District  of  Columbia  Budget  Office  projects  that  the  WMATA  contributions  will  be  an  increasing 
percentage  of  the  District's  budget  over  the  next  five  years. 

INDEBTEDNESS 

Summary  of  Statutory  Debt  Provisions 

The  Home  Rule  Act  authorizes  the  issuance  of  short-term  and  long-term  general  obligation  debt 
of  the  District.  Short-term  debt  may  be  issued  In  the  form  of  revenue  anticipation  notes,  in 
anticipation  of  the  collection  or  receipt  of  revenues  for  a  fiscal  year,  or  budget  notes,  to  meet 
appropriations  in  the  absence  of  available  unappropriated  revenues.  The  total  amount  of  revenue 
anticipation  notes  outstanding  at  any  time  during  a  fiscal  year  may  not  exceed  20%  of  total 
anticipated  revenue  of  the  District  for  such  fiscal  year  and  such  notes  must  mature  within  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  they  are  issued.  Not  more  than  15  days  before  the  issuance  of  any  revenue 
anticipation  notes,  the  Mayor  must  certify  the  total  anticipated  revenue  of  the  District  for  such  fiscal 
year.  The  amount  of  budget  notes  issued  during  a  fiscal  year  is  limited  to  2%  of  total  appropriations 
of  such  year  and  such  notes  must  mature  no  later  than  the  last  day  of  the  next  succeeding  fiscal 
year. 

The  District  may  also  issue  long-term  debt  in  the  form  of  general  obligation  bonds  to  finance 
capital  projects  and  to  refund  indebtedness  of  the  District  at  any  time  outstanding.  Such  general 
obligation  bond  Issuances  (other  than  refunding  borrowings)  and  capital  project  loans  from  the 
United  States  Treasury  are  not  permitted  during  any  fiscal  year  if  total  debt  service  thereon  in  any 
fiscal  year  will  exceed  14%  of  District  revenues  (as  defined  in  section  603(b)(1)  of  the  Home 
Rule  Act)  during  the  fiscal  year  in  which  such  issuances  and  loans  are  made.  General  obligation 
bonds  are  secured  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  District  and  may  additionally  be  secured  by  a 
security  interest  in  specified  District  revenues,  including  spiecial  taxes. 
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in  aaaition,  tne  Douncii  may  Dy  act  authorize  the  issuance  of  revenue  bonds,  notes  or  other 
obligations  (including  refunding  bonds,  notes  or  other  obligations)  to  borrow  money  to  finance  or 
assist  in  the  financing  of  undertakings  in  the  areas  of  housing,  health  facilities,  transit  and  utility 
facilities,  recreational  facilities,  college  and  university  facilities,  college  and  university  programs 
w/hich  provide  loans  for  the  payment  of  educational  expenses  for  or  on  behalf  of  students,  pollution 
control  facilities  and  industrial  and  commercial  development.  Such  bonds,  notes  or  other  obligations 
are  fully  negotiable  and  payable,  as  to  principal,  interest  and  premium,  if  any,  from  and  secured  by  a 
pledge  of  the  revenues  realized  from  the  property,  facilities,  developments  and  improvements 
financed  by  the  issuance  of  such  bonds,  notes  or  other  obligations  or  by  the  mortgage  of  real 
property  or  the  creation  of  a  security  interest  in  available  revenues,  assets  or  other  property.  Such 
bonds,  notes  or  other  obligations  are  not  general  obligations  of  the  District  and  do  not  constitute  a 
debt  of  the  District  nor  a  lending  of  the  public  credit.  The  District  expects  to  issue  revenue  bonds, 
notes  or  other  obligations  as  soon  as  practicable  to  finance  the  enterprise  portion  of  its  capital 
program.  Also,  the  District  has  issued,  and  expects  to  issue,  revenue  debt  on  behalf  of  various  for- 
profit  and  non-profit  undertakings  beneficial  to  the  District. 

All  debt  of  the  District,  other  than  the  United  States  Treasury  capital  project  borrovi/ings  and 
advances,  must  be  issued  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  Council  and,  in  the  case  of  general  obligation 
bonds,  the  Council  may  require  a  voter  referendum.  The  issuance  of  general  obligation  bonds  for 
capital  project  purposes  is  also  subject  to  prior  approval  by  resolution  of  the  Council.  Acts 
authorizing  the  issuance  of  general  obligation  revenue  anticipation  notes  may  take  effect  on  the  date 
of  enactment  of  such  acts.  Acts  authorizing  the  issuance  of  budget  notes  and  general  obligation  or 
revenue  bonds  are  subject  to  30-legislative  day  Congressional  reviev^  period  and  possible  disap- 
proval by  Congress  and  the  President. 

The  District  and  other  entities  related  to  the  District  have  issued,  and  may  in  the  future  issue, 
debt  which  does  not  rely  upon  or  involve  the  credit  of  the  District.  The  National  Capital  Housing 
Authority,  a  predecessor  entity  of  the  District,  issued  debt  which  is  guaranteed  by  the  Federal 
government  and  is  repayable  solely  from  future  Federal  debt  service  grants  to  the  District.  The 
District  of  Columbia  Housing  Finance  Agency  has  outstanding  debt,  issued  to  assist  in  the 
construction,  rehabilitation  or  acquisition  of  single  and  multi-family  residential  housing,  which  is 
payable  solely  from  defined  revenues  and  assets. 

General  Obligation  Bonds 

As  of  May  1,  1994,  the  District  will  have  outstanding  $2,813.8  million  of  general  obligation 
bonds.  The  bonds  are  secured  by  a  pledge  of  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  District.  The  general 
obligation  bonds  are  further  secured  by  a  perfected  security  interest  in  and  lien  on  funds  derived 
from  a  special  real  property  tax  levied  by  the  District  and  required  to  be  collected  annually,  without 
limitation  as  to  rate  or  amount.  In  amounts  sufficient  to  pay  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  such 
bonds  when  due.  The  funds  derived  from  the  special  real  property  tax  are  subject  to  the  security 
interest  and  lien  upon  receipt  by  the  District.  When  collected,  the  required  amount  of  funds  must  be 
set  aside  in  the  Special  Tax  Fund,  a  separate  debt  service  fund,  and  dedicated  to  the  payment  of 
such  principal  and  interest.  The  outstanding  general  obligation  bonds  include  $264.2  million  for 
water  and  sewer  purposes,  the  debt  service  on  which  is  expected  to  be  reimbursed  to  the  General 
Fund  from  the  revenue  of  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund. 

Borrowings  (rom  the  Federal  Government 

The  Federal  government  has  provided  loans  from  the  United  States  Treasury  to  fund  construc- 
tion of  capital  projects  of  the  District  pursuant  to  authority  originally  granted  in  various  Federal 
statutes  and  the  Home  Rule  Act.  These  loans  are  unsecured  general  obligations  of  the  District,  and 
as  such  are  not  secured  by  a  pledge  of  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  District,  the  special  real 
property  tax,  the  Special  Tax  Fund,  or  a  pledge  of  or  a  security  interest  in  any  other  revenue  of  the 
District  and,  unlike  general  obligation  bonds,  payments  of  principal,  premium,  if  any,  and  interest  on 
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the  loans  are  subject  to  annual  appropriation.  For  the  most  part,  borrowings  from  the  United  States 
Treasury  have  been  for  a  term  of  30  years,  and  bear  interest  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Treasury. 
The  total  of  such  borrowings  outstanding  as  of  May  1,  1994,  will  be  $71.8  million.  The  Treasury 
loans  outstanding  include  $15.1  million  borrowed  for  water  and  sewer  enterprise  purposes  and, 
although  these  loans  are  general  obligations  of  the  District,  they  are  expected  to  be  repaid  from  the 
revenue  of  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund.  See  "Repayment  of  Long-Term  Indebtedness." 
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Repayment  of  Long-Tenn  Indebtedness 

The  schedule  for  repayment  of  District  long-term  indebtedness.  Including  United  States  Trea- 
sury loans  and  outstanding  general  obligation  bonds  as  of  May  1,  1994,  is  set  forth  in  the  following 
tables: 


REPAYMENT  SCHEDULE  FOR 

LONG-TERM  DEBT  AS  OF  MAY  1,  1994 

($000,000) 

GENERAL  FUND 


PUjjI  Ganwil  Obllg«tlOfl  BonUt 

Y«ir  Phncip«l  Inlereit  ToUl 

1994  (    1083  S     910  S    1993 

1995  167.8  173  8  3416 

1996  180.4  1631  3435 

1997  191.7  1509  342  6 

1998 2047  139  6  344  3 

1999  214  0  134  0  348  0 

2000  2212  125  1  346  3 

2001    2317  1137  3454 

2002  2421  95  1  337  2 

2003  2512  829  334  1 

2004  220  0  707  290  7 

2005  2274  526  280  0 

2008  1915  404  2319 

2007  124.4  301  1545 

2008  1004  228  1232 

2009  91.5  172  1087 

2010  81.6  118  934 

2011    55  0  7.0  62  0 

2012  415  37  452 

2013  186  1  1  197 

2014  0  0 

2015  00 

2016  0  0 

2017  00 

2018  0^     OO     0^ 

Total....: $3,165.0  $1.5266  $4,691.6 


U.S.  Twuiy  Loant 


Principil 

Interest 

ToUl 

Pflnclpel 

Interest 

ToUl 

$  0.0 

$  OO 

$  0  0 

$    108  3 

$     910 

$199  3 

10.3 

4.0 

14.3 

1781 

177  8 

355.9 

10.6 

35 

143 

1912 

166  6 

357.8 

11.0 

2  9 

139 

202  7 

153  8 

3565 

102 

23 

12.5 

214  9 

141  9 

3568 

94 

17 

11.1 

223  4 

135  7 

3591 

80 

1.2 

9.2 

229  2 

1263 

355.5 

3.8 

07 

45 

2355 

1144 

3499 

4.0 

05 

45 

2461 

95  6 

3417 

4  3 

03 

4.6 

2555 

832 

338  7 

0.0 

2200 

707 

2907 

0.0 

2274 

526 

2800 

0.0 

1915 

404 

231.9 

0.0 

1244 

301 

154.5 

0.0 

1004 

228 

123.2 

0.0 

91  5 

172 

1087 

0.0 

816 

11  8 

93.4 

0.0 

55.0 

7.0 

62.0 

0.0 

415 

37 

45.2 

0.0 

186 

1  1 

197 

0.0 

00 

00 

00 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

00 

00 

$71.8 

$17.1 

$889 

$3,2363 

$1,5437 

$4,7805 

Source:  Office  of  the  Controller. 
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REPAYMENT  SCHEDULE  FOR 

LONG-TERM  DEBT  AS  OF  MAY  1,  1994 

($000,000) 

WATER  AND  SEWER  FUND 


pi^^^l  Qfi«f«l  Ofailqatton  Bond! 

Y—r  Piinctpjl      lntM»«       Tottl 

1994  t  10  4 

1995  166 

1996  179 

1997  20  0 

1998  204 

1999  18  0 

2000 204 

2001  223 

2002  24.7 

2003  24.9 

2004  25.7 

2005  27.5 

2000 23.7 

2007 11.7 

2006  8.2 

2009  8.5 

2010 S.6 

2011  3.2 

2012  1.4 

2013  0.7 

2014  

2015  

2016  

2017  

2016  

Totll $3098 


U.S.  Tr»«m>v  Loam 


S     92 

t  196 

175 

341 

163 

342 

15  1 

351 

139 

343 

125 

30  5 

11  4 

318 

10  2 

325 

9.0 

33.7 

7.7 

326 

8.4 

32.1 

SO 

32.5 

3.4 

27.1 

2.2 

13.9 

1.5 

9.7 

1.0 

7.5 

0.7 

8.3 

03 

3.5 

0.1 

1.5 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

ao 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

81434 

$453.2 

Prtnclp*! 

Total 

$  0  0 

$00 

$  00 

18 

08 

26 

16 

07 

23 

1.4 

06 

2.0 

13 

05 

1.8 

1.4 

05 

1.9 

13 

04 

17 

13 

03 

16 

14 

03 

1.7 

14 

0.2 

1.8 

0.6 

0.1 

0.7 

03 

01 

04 

02 

01 

03 

02 

01 

0.3 

02 

01 

0.3 

0.2 

00 

02 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 

01 

00 

0.1 

01 

00 

0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

$15.1 

$48 

$19.9 

Princlpol 

Inwrotl 

TOKI 

$   104 

$     92 

$  19  6 

184 

183 

367 

195 

170 

365 

214 

157 

371 

21  7 

144 

361 

19  4 

130 

32  4 

217 

11  8 

335 

236 

10  5 

341 

26.1 

93 

354 

28.3 

7  9 

342 

28.3 

85 

328 

278 

51 

32  9 

23  9 

35 

27  4 

119 

23 

142 

84 

16 

100 

67 

1.0 

77 

5.7 

07 

64 

3.3 

03 

36 

1.5 

01 

16 

0.8 

00 

08 

0.1 

00 

01 

00 

00 

00 

0.0 

00 

00 

0.0 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

$324.9         $146.2       $4731 


GofwralFund  $3.165  0 

Walar  and  Sawar  Fund $   3098 

Grand  Total  $3,474  8 


Source:  Office  ol  the  Controller. 


$1.528  6 
$    143  4 


$4,691.8 
$   453.2 


$1.670  0     $5.144  8 


$718 

$171 

$  889 

$151 

$  4  8 

$  19.9 

$869 

$21.9 

$108.8 

$3.2388 
$    324.9 


$1,543.7 
$    148.2 


$4.7805 
$    473.1 


$3,561.7     $1.6919     $5,253.8 
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LABOR  RELATIONS 

The  authority  for  the  conduct  of  labor  negotiations  Is  contained  in  the  Comprehensive  Merit 
Personnel  Act  ("CMPA").  The  Office  of  Labor  Relations  and  Collective  Bargaining  Is  the  principal 
management  advocate  In  negotiations  vi/ith  employees  under  the  Mayor's  authority.  Approximately 
36,140  of  the  District  Government  w/orkforce  of  45,723  employees  (excluding  Intermittent  wrorkers) 
are  represented  by  unions. 

Employees  under  the  Mayor's  authority  are  represented  by  14  different  unions  in  approximately 
90  bargaining  units.  There  are  over  50  contracts  to  negotiate,  8  of  vi/hich  concern  compensation 
matters,  vi/hlle  the  remainder  address  working  conditions  only. 

The  Public  Employees  Relations  Board  (PERB),  Is  the  statutorily  neutral  body  responsible  for 
bargaining  unit  certification,  unfair  labor  practices,  and  Issues  the  parties  may  refer  to  PERB  during 
negotiations  {i.e.  Impasse,  negotiability).  Employees  are  prohibited  by  law*  from  engaging  in  strikes. 

Labor  negotiations  for  fiscal  years  1991  through  1993  were  conducted  with  bargaining  units 
representing  all  unionized  employees  under  the  authority  of  the  Mayor,  with  the  exceptions  of 
medical  officers  and  interns  and  residents. 

A  tentative  settlement  for  fiscal  years  1994  through  1996  with  approximately  400  registered 
nurses  Is  currently  before  the  City  Council  for  approval.  The  agreement  provides  for  increases  of 
3%,  2.5%  and  3%  in  fiscal  year  1994,  fiscal  year  1995,  and  fiscal  year  1996  respectively. 

Agreements  have  been  reached  for  fiscal  years  1991  through  1995  with  unions  representing 
police,  firefighters,  as  well  as  skilled  trade,  professional  and  technical  employees.  No  pay  increases 
In  fiscal  years  1991  or  1992  were  contained  in  any  of  the  contracts. 

For  fiscal  year  1993,  the  police  agreement  provided  a  4.2%  retention  Incentive  (for  officers  who 
have  completed  the  probationary  period)  effective  January  1993.  A  6%  and  5%  increase  for  police 
has  been  provided  for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  respectively. 

The  fire  agreement  provided  for  an  hours  reduction  in  1993.  Fiscal  year  1994  contains  a  6% 
Increase  and  fiscal  year  1994  contains  a  5%  pay  Increase  for  fire  personnel. 

The  skilled  trade,  professional  and  technical  agreement  provided  a  2%  pay  increase,  effective  in 
August,  payable  in  October  1993.  In  addition,  the  agreement  provided  for  a  5%  pay  Increase  in  fiscal 
year  1994  and  another  5%  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

An  agreement  with  the  union  representing  medical  officers  has  not  yet  been  finalized,  however, 
negotiations  are  on-going.  A  tentative  agreement  with  interns  and  residents  which  provides  for  a  2% 
increase  in  fiscal  year  1993,  5%  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  5%  In  fiscal  year  1995,  has  been  forwarded 
to  the  Council  for  approval. 

Contracts  with  the  Council  of  School  Officers  and  the  Washington  Teachers'  Union  for  their  ET 
pay  schedule  members,  providing  for  no  pay  Increases  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992,  a  6.5% 
Increase  in  fiscal  year  1993,  and  4.5%  increase  In  fiscal  year  1994,  are  currently  in  effect.  The 
contract  with  the  Council  of  School  Officers  for  its  EG  pay  schedule  members  provides  no  pay 
increases  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992,  a  5%  increase  in  fiscal  year  1993,  and  4.5%  increase  in 
fiscal  year  1994.  The  contract  with  the  Washington  Teachers'  Union  for  Its  EG  pay  schedule 
members  provides  no  pay  Increases  in  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992,  a  5%  increase  in  fiscal  year  1993, 
and  3.5%  increase  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Settlements  with  Local  2921,  Council  20,  AFSCME  (secretaries,  clerks,  and  educational  aides), 
and  Local  1959,  Council  20,  AFSCME  (part-time  bus  drivers  and  attendants),  both  providing  for  no 
pay  Increases  In  fiscal  years  1991,  1992,  and  1993  and  a  4.5%  increase  in  fiscal  year  1994,  have 
been  approved  by  the  units  involved.  Both  settlements  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Council  after 
approval  by  the  Board  of  Education. 

37 


182 


Negotiations  continue  between  the  Board  of  Education  and  Teamsters  Locals  639  and  730 
(custodians,  operating  engineers,  transportation  and  warehouse  workers,  food  service  managers 
and  food  service  workers)  and  Teamsters  Local  639  (attendance  counselors). 

PENSION  PLANS 

Types  of  Plans 

District  employees  are  covered  by  one  of  three  pension  plans:  Federal  Civil  Service  Retirement 
System,  Federal  Social  Security  System  or  the  District  Retirement  Program.  The  Federal  Civil 
Service  Retirement  System,  which  covers  approximately  22,506  employees  hired  before  October  1, 
1987,  and  the  Federal  Social  Security  System,  which  covers  approximately  16,441  other  employees, 
are  administered  by  the  Federal  government.  The  District  Retirement  Program,  which  covers 
approximately  24,002  judges,  police  officers,  firefighters  and  public  school  teachers.  Is  a  single 
employer  plan  administered  by  the  District.  The  District  also  sponsors  a  defined  contribution 
pension  plan  for  permanent  full  time  employees  hired  after  September  30,  1987,  who  would 
otherwise  have  been  covered  by  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  System. 

Plans  Not  Administered  by  the  District 

The  District  contributed  $55.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  ($52.1  million  in  fiscal  year  1992)  to  the 
Federal  Civil  Service  Retirement  System  and  $22.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  ($25.7  million  in  fiscal 
year  1992)  to  the  Federal  Social  Security  System.  These  contributions  were  matched  by  employee 
contributions  of  7%  of  salary  for  Civil  Service  and  statutory  rates  for  Social  Security.  The  District  has 
no  liability  to  these  systems  other  than  the  obligation  to  make  contributions  at  specified  rates. 
P.L.  99-335,  effective  January  1,  1987,  precludes  the  District's  participation  in  the  Federal  Civil 
Service  Retirement  System  for  employees  hired  after  September  30,  1987.  These  employees  are 
now  covered  under  the  District's  health  insurance,  life  insurance  and  defined  contribution  pension 
plans. 

The  College  Teachers  Retirement  System,  which  covers  approximately  1,000  University  em- 
ployees, is  a  multi-employer  plan  administered  by  the  nationwide  Teachers  Insurance  and  Annuity 
Association /College  Retirement  Equities  Fund. 

The  District  sponsors  an  annuity  purchase  plan  with  insurance  companies  and  other  issuers 
under  Internal  Revenue  Code  section  403  for  public  school  teachers  covered  by  the  District 
retirement  program.  Employees  may  defer  up  to  $9,500  of  their  annual  compensation.  The  District 
does  not  contribute  to  this  plan.  Contributions  vest  immediately  and  are  not  assets  of  the  District, 
which  has  no  liability  to  this  plan. 

Plans  Administered  by  the  District 

The  District  sponsors  the  District  Retirement  Program  which  is  administered  by  a  Retirement 
Board  and  accounted  for  as  Pension  Trust  Funds.  The  Retirement  Program  has  defined  benefits 
which  increase  after  retirement  in  proportion  to  changes  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  or,  in  some 
cases,  current  salary  levels.  Benefits  are  payable  upon  retirement,  disability,  death  or  other 
termination.  Employee  required  contributions  are  3.5%  of  salary  for  judges  and  7%  for  police 
officers,  firefighters  and  teachers.  The  District  contributed  $292.3  million  in  fiscal  year  1993  and 
$255.0  million  in  fiscal  year  1992  to  the  District  Retirement  Program.  Administrative  costs  of  the 
Retirement  Board  are  funded  (subject  to  appropriations)  by  earnings  of  the  Pension  Trust  Funds. 

The  District  Retirement  Program  was  established  prior  to  Home  Rule  and  operated  by  the 
Federal  government  on  an  unfunded  basis.  On  January  2, 1975,  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  Program 
was  $1,900  million.  In  1979  the  Federal  government  recognized  a  responsibility  for  the  unfunded 
pension  liability  and  enacted  the  Retirement  Reform  Act  (P.L.  96-122)  which  provided  for  annual 
Federal  payments  to  partially  fund  the  unfunded  liability  and  established  special  rules  for  District 
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contributions.  The  legislation  provided  for  annual  Federal  payments  of  $52.1  million  (subject  to 
appropriations)  to  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  beginning  in  1980.  These  contributions  will  continue 
through  the  year  2004  and  will  total  $1 ,302  million.  The  present  value  of  the  future  Federal  obligation 
at  September  30,  1993.  was  $417  million.  Millaman  &  Robertson,  Inc.,  an  independent  actuary 
retained  by  the  Retirement  Board,  estimates  that  the  statutory  unfunded  actuarial  liability  of  the 
District  Retirement  Program,  including  interest,  as  of  September  30,  1993,  was  $4,418  million. 

The  Retirement  Reform  Act  requires  the  District  to  pay  annually  to  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  the 
lesser  of  an  amount  equal  to  normal  cost  plus  interest  on  the  unfunded  liability  or  pay-as-you-go 
cost,  net  of  employee  contributions,  plus  amortization  of  certain  unfunded  liabilities.  (See  Note  7  to 
the  Financial  Statements  in  Appendix  C.)  In  fiscal  year  2005,  the  District's  annual  contributions  to 
the  Pension  Trust  Funds  will  increase  to  an  amount  equal  to  normal  cost  plus  interest.  In  fiscal  year 
1993,  the  District's  contribution  of  $292.3  million  was  composed  of  $245.1  million  net  pay-as-you-go 
cost.  $36.2  million  to  amortize  Increases  in  the  unfunded  liability  and  $1.0  million  in  voluntary 
contributions.  The  normal  cost  plus  Interest  and  amortization  was  $432.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1993. 
The  difference  between  the  statutory  payment  amount  and  normal  cost  plus  interest  and  amortiza- 
tion is  recorded  in  the  financial  statements  of  the  District  as  a  liability  of  the  General  Long  Term 
Liabilities  Account  Group. 

District  contributions  to  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  under  the  Retirement  Reform  Act  were 
$291.4  million  In  fiscal  year  1993.  Millaman  &  Robertson.  Inc.  projects  that  District  contributions  to 
the  Pension  Trust  Funds  will  be  approximately  $306  3  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  approximately 
$297.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1995.  In  order  to  meet  its  obligation  In  2005  to  fund  an  amount  equal  to 
normal  cost  plus  interest,  the  District  will  need  an  Increase  in  Federal  contributions,  increase  in 
investment  return  assumptions  in  excess  of  the  rate  used  by  the  actuary,  decrease  in  expenditures 
for  benefits,  change  in  the  amortization  period,  or  some  combination  of  these  measures.  The  District 
will  continue  to  work  with  all  affected  parties  to  equitably  address  future  funding  requirements. 

The  District  also  sponsors  a  defined  contribution  plan  with  a  qualified  trust  under  Internal 
Revenue  Code  section  401  for  permanent  full-time  employees  who  otherwise  would  have  been 
covered  by  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  System  and  who  were  employed  after  September  30,  1987. 
The  District  contributes  7%  of  base  salaries  each  quarter.  Employees  do  not  contribute  to  the  plan 
and  are  eligible  to  participate  after  one  year  of  service.  Contributions  and  earnings  vest  fully  after 
five  years  of  additional  service.  Contributions  are  not  assets  of  the  District,  which  has  no  further 
liability  to  this  plan. 

Legislative  Initiatives 

The  United  States  General  Accounting  Office  issued  a  report  dated  November  1992  concerning 
the  District's  pension  liabilities,  which  indicated  that  three-fourths  of  the  current  unfunded  pension 
liability  Is  attributable  to  the  unfunded  liability  transferred  to  the  District  from  the  Federal  government 
during  fiscal  year  1980  plus  interest.  During  fiscal  year  1993,  a  pension  working  group  consisting  of 
representatives  from  Congress,  Council,  Retirement  Board,  unions,  retiree  associations,  and  the 
Mayors  Office  developed  proposals  for  funding  this  liability.  Bill  10-515,  the  "Full  Funding  of 
Pension  Liability  Retirement  Reform  Amendment  Act  of  1994"  was  introduced  in  the  Council  in 
December  1993  incorporating  many  of  the  pension  working  group  proposals.  The  bill  Is  expected  to 
receive  final  approval  by  the  Council  within  the  next  thirty  days.  A  companion  bill.  H.R.  3728,  the 
"District  of  Columbia  Pension  Liability  Funding  Reform  Act  of  1994,"  was  introduced  In  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  January  1994  and  Is  awaiting  action.  These  bills  would  establish  a  40  year 
amortization  period  for  the  unfunded  liability,  provide  for  an  increased  federal  contribution,  reduce 
the  frequency  of  cost-of-living  adjustments,  and  increase  employee  contributions  to  the  retirement 
fund. 
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LITIGATION 

There  is  no  litigation  pending  in  any  court  or,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Corporation  Counsel, 
threatened  which  might  have  the  effect  of  restraining  or  enjoining  the  issuance,  delivery  or  payment 
of  the  Notes  or  the  performance  of  the  obligations  of  the  District  or  the  Mayor  under  the  Notes  or  the 
Note  Act,  or  which  in  any  way  contests  or  may  call  into  question  the  validity  or  enforceability  of: 

(a)  the  Notes  or  the  pledge  of  the  District's  full  faith,  credit  and  taxing  power  for  their  payment,  or 

(b)  the  Note  Act  or  the  obligations  of  the  District  or  the  Mayor  thereunder. 

On  February  25,  1994,  the  Retirement  Board  in,  Tyings  v.  Kelly,  et  al..  sued  to  require  timely 
quarterly  contributions  by  the  District.  A  hearing  for  an  injunctive  order,  and  hearings  on  the 
Districts  motions  to  dismiss  and  stay  the  proceedings,  respectively,  are  not  expected  to  occur  until 
after  May.  1994.  A  final  non-appealable  order  with  respect  to  the  merits  of  this  matter  is  not 
expected  until  after  the  maturity  of  the  Notes. 

Several  long  distance  telecommunication  carriers  in.  Sprint  Communications  Co.  v.  Kelly,  et  al. 
sued  the  District  to  have  refunded  approximately  $70  million  they  paid  under  the  District's  1987 
gross  receipts  tax.  The  same  carriers  also  sued  the  District  to  have  refunded  approximately 
$30  million  per  year  they  paid  under  the  District's  1989  gross  receipts  tax.  Both  the  Superior  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  have  held  the  enactment  of 
the  1987  gross  receipts  tax  constitutional  and  have  denied  the  carriers'  request  for  a  refund.  The 
personal  property  exemption  under  the  tax.  however,  was  found  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  be 
unconstitutional  but  did  not  grant  judgment  for  the  carriers  specifically  recognizing  that  the 
exemption's  unconstitutionality  could  be  corrected  with  retroactive  legislation.  Since  the  carriers' 
challenge  to  the  District's  1989  gross  receipts  tax  is  substantively  the  same  as  the  carriers' 
challenge  to  the  1987  gross  receipts  tax,  the  District  is  reasonably  confident  that  it  will  prevail  in  the 
carriers'  lawsuit  challenging  the  District's  1989  gross  receipts  tax.  Final  non-appealable  decisions  in 
both  cases  are  not  expected  by  the  end  of  1994. 

In  addition  to  the  litigation  described  above,  the  District  is  a  defendant  in  numerous  lawsuits 
currently  pending.  While  it  is  not  possible  to  estimate  the  total  dollar  amount  of  potential  judgments 
against  the  District,  there  is  no  litigation  pending  in  any  court  or,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Corporation 
Counsel,  threatened,  which  might  affect  the  ability  of  the  District  to  pay  principal  of  and  interest  on 
the  Notes  in  accordance  with  their  terms. 

TAX  EXEMPTION 

In  the  opinion  of  Co-Bond  Counsel,  under  existing  laws,  interest  (including  any  accrued  original 
issue  discount)  on  the  Notes  (a)  is  excluded  from  gross  income  for  Federal  income  tax  purposes 
pursuant  to  Section  103(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  as  amended  (the  "Code  ").  and 
(b)  is  not  an  item  of  tax  preference  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  alternative  minimum  tax  imposed  on 
individuals  and  corporations.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  with  respect  to  corporations  (as 
defined  for  Federal  income  tax  purposes)  the  interest  on  the  Notes  is  taken  into  account  in 
determining  adjusted  current  earnings  for  the  purpose  of  computing  the  alternative  minimum  tax 
imposed  on  such  corporations.  The  opinions  set  forth  in  the  preceding  sentence  are  subject  to  the 
condition  that  the  District  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  Code  that  must  be  satisfied 
subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  Notes  in  order  that  interest  thereon  be,  or  continue  to  be, 
excluded  from  gross  income  for  Federal  income  tax  purposes.  The  District  has  covenanted  to 
comply  with  each  such  requirement.  Failure  by  the  District  to  comply  with  certain  of  such 
requirements  could  cause  the  interest  on  the  Notes  to  be  included  in  gross  income  for  Federal 
income  tax  purposes  retroactive  to  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  Notes.  Co-Bond  Counsel  express  no 
opinion  regarding  other  Federal  tax  consequences  arising  with  respect  to  the  Notes.  For  other 
Federal  tax  information,  see  "Certain  Federal  Tax  Information"  below. 

In  the  opinion  of  Co-Bond  Counsel,  under  existing  law,  the  Notes  and  the  interest  thereon  are 
exempt  from  all  District  taxation  except  estate,  inheritance,  and  gift  taxes.  No  opinion  is  expressed 
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as  to  the  exemption  of  the  Notes  or  the  interest  thereon  from  District  estate,  inheritance,  and  gift 
taxes. 

Certain  Federal  Tax  Information 

The  following  is  a  discussion  of  certain  Federal  income  tax  matters  under  existing  statutes.  It 
does  not  purport  to  deal  with  all  aspects  of  Federal  taxation  that  may  be  relevant  to  particular 
investors.  Prospective  investors,  particularly  those  who  may  be  subject  to  special  rules,  are  advised 
to  consult  their  own  tax  advisors  regarding  the  Federal  tax  consequences  of  owning  and  disposing 
of  the  Notes,  as  well  as  any  tax  consequences  arising  under  the  laws  of  any  state  or  other  taxing 
jurisdiction. 

Alternative  Minimum  Tax 

The  Code  imposes  an  alternative  minimum  tax  with  respect  to  individuals  and  corporations  on 
alternative  minimum  taxable  income.  Interest  on  the  Notes  is  not  treated  as  an  enumerated 
preference  item  in  calculating  alternative  minimum  taxable  income.  However,  the  Code  requires  a 
corporation  to  increase  Its  alternative  minimum  taxable  income  by  75%  of  the  amount  by  which  Its 
adjusted  current  earnings  exceed  its  alternative  minimum  taxable  income  (computed  without  the 
adjusted  current  earnings  adjustment  and  the  alternative  tax  net  operating  loss  deduction).  The 
adjusted  current  earnings  of  a  corporation  includes  the  amount  of  any  income  accrued  that  its 
otherwise  exempt  from  taxes,  such  as  interest  on  the  Notes. 

Environmental  Tax 

The  Code  imposes  an  environmental  tax  with  respect  to  corporations  on  the  excess  of  a 
corporation's  modified  alternative  minimum  taxable  Income  over  $2  million.  Modified  alternative 
minimum  taxable  income  includes  the  adjusted  current  earnings  adjustment  described  above.  The 
environmental  tax  applies  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  before  January  1,  1996. 

Social  Security  and  Railroad  Retirement  Payments 

The  Code  provides  that  interest  on  tax-exempt  obligations  is  included  In  the  calculation  of 
modified  adjusted  gross  income  in  determining  whether  a  portion  of  certain  Social  Security  and 
Railroad  Retirement  benefits  received  are  to  be  included  in  taxable  income  of  individuals. 

Branch  Profits  Tax 

The  Code  provides  that  interest  on  tax-exempt  obligations  is  included  in  effectively  connected 
earnings  and  profits  for  purposes  of  computing  the  branch  profits  tax  on  certain  foreign  corpora- 
tions doing  business  in  the  United  States. 

Borrowed  Funds 

The  Code  provides  that  interest  paid  (or  deemed  paid)  on  funds  borrowed  to  purchase  or  carry 
tax-exempt  obligations  is  not  deductible.  In  addition,  under  rules  used  by  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  for  determining  when  borrowed  funds  are  considered  used  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  or 
carrying  particular  assets,  the  purchase  of  an  obligation  may  be  considered  to  have  been  made  with 
borrowed  funds  even  though  the  borrowed  funds  are  not  directly  traceable  to  the  purchase  of  such 
obligation. 

Property  and  Casualty  Insurance  Companies 

The  Code  contains  provisions  relating  to  property  and  casualty  Insurance  companies  under 
which  the  amount  of  certain  loss  deductions  otherwise  allowed  is  reduced  (In  certain  cases  below 
zero)  by  a  specified  percentage  of,  among  other  things,  interest  on  tax-exempt  obligations  acquired 
after  August  7,  1986. 
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Financial  institutions 

The  Code  provides  that  commercial  banks,  thrift  institutions  and  other  financial  institutions  may 
not  deduct  the  portion  of  their  interest  expense  allocable  to  tax-exempt  obligations  acquired  after 
August  7,  1986  (other  than  certain  "qualified"  obligations).  The  Notes  are  not  "qualified"  obliga- 
tions for  this  purpose. 

S  Corporations 

The  Code  imposes  a  tax  on  excess  net  passive  income  of  certain  S  corporations  that  have 
subchapter  C  earnings  and  profits.  Passive  investment  income  includes  interest  on  tax-exempt 
obligations. 

FINANCIAL  ADVISOR 

M.R.  Beal  &  Company  serves  as  Financial  Advisor  to  the  District  for  debt  management  and 
other  financial  matters. 

LEGAL  INVESTMENT  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

The  Notes  are  eligible  for  investment  by  domestic  insurance  companies,  domestic  insurance 
associations,  guardians,  trustees  and  other  fiduciaries  within  the  District;  national  banking  associa- 
tions. Federal  building  and  loan  associations  and  Federal  savings  and  loan  associations:  and  banks, 
trust  companies,  building  and  loan  associations  and  savings  and  loan  associations  domiciled  In  the 
District. 

FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

The  general  purpose  financial  statements  of  the  District  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended 
September  30.  1993.  included  in  this  Official  Statement  as  Appendix  C,  have  been  audited  by 
Coopers  &  Lybrand  and  Bert  Smith  &  Co..  certified  public  accountants,  as  set  forth  in  their  report 
appearing  herein.  Such  financial  statements  have  been  included  in  this  Official  Statement  In  reliance 
on  such  report. 

LEGAL  MATTERS 

Legal  matters  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  the  Notes  and  the  exclusion  of  the  interest  thereon 
from  gross  income  for  tax  purposes  as  described  above  are  subject  to  the  approving  opinions  of 
Lewis.  White.  Clay.  Roxborough  &  Tillerson,  Washington,  DC,  and  Dantzler  Law  Offices,  Washing- 
ton, D.C.,  Co-Bond  Counsel,  whose  opinions,  substantially  in  the  form  set  forth  in  Appendix  D,  will 
be  delivered  with  the  Notes. 

The  Corporation  Counsel  of  the  District  will  deliver  an  opinion  on  the  date  of  issue  of  the  Notes 
as  to  certain  legal  matters  pertaining  to  the  District. 

Certain  legal  matters  will  be  passed  on  for  the  Bank  by  Its  counsel.  Whitman  Breed  Abbott  & 
Morgan.  Washington.  D.C.  and  New  York,  New  York. 

RATINGS 

Standard  &  Poor's  Corporation.  Moody's  Investors  Service,  Inc.  and  Fitch  Investors  Service. 
Inc.  have  rated  the  Notes  "SP-1+, "  "MIG  1"  and  "F-H-, "  respectively.  No  application  has  been 
made  to  any  other  rating  agency.  The  ratings  are  based  on  the  availability  of  the  Letter  of  Credit  and 
the  credit  of  Swiss  Bank  Corporation.  A  rating  reflects  only  the  view  of  the  rating  agency  giving  such 
rating.  An  explanation  of  the  significance  of  the  ratings  may  be  obtained  from  Standard  &  Poor's 
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Corporation,  25  Broadway,  New  York,  New  York;  Moody's  Investors  Service,  Inc.,  99  Church  Street, 
New  York,  New  York;  and  Fitch  Investors  Service,  Inc..  1  State  Street  Plaza,  New  York,  New  York! 
There  is  no  assurance  that  a  rating  will  apply  (or  any  given  period  of  time,  or  that  the  rating  will  not 
be  revised  or  withdrawn.  A  revision  or  withdrawal  of  a  rating  may  have  an  effect  on  the  market  price 
of  the  Notes. 

UNDERWRITING 

The  $200,000,000  of  Notes  were  purchased  in  the  following  amounts  by  the  following 
Underwnter: 

$200,000,000 CS  First  Boston 

AVAILABLE  INFORMATION 

Until  the  issuance  and  delivery  of  the  Notes,  copies  of  the  Note  Act  and  the  Escrow  Agent, 
Paying  Agent  and  Registrar  Agreement  may  be  obtained  from  M.R.  Seal  &  Company,  financial 
advisor  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  at  565  Fifth  Avenue,  New  York,  New  York  10017,  or  from  the 
undersigned  at  Room  1150.  One  Judiciary  Square,  441  Fourth  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20001.  Thereafter,  copies  will  be  available  for  inspection  at  the  corporate  trust  office  of  the  Escrow 
Agent. 

EXECUTION  OF  OFFICIAL  STATEMENT 

Under  the  Note  Act,  the  Council  has  authorized  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this  OfTicial 
Statement  on  behalf  of  the  District.  This  Official  Statement,  the  Notice  of  Note  Sale  and  the  Official 
Bid  Form  have  been  approved  for  distribution  to  prospective  purchasers  of  the  Notes.  At  the 
closing,  the  undersigned  will  execute  and  deliver  a  certificate  to  the  effect  that  this  Official  Statement 
does  not  contain  any  untrue  statement  of  a  material  fact  or  omit  to  state  any  material  fact  required  to 
be  stated  herein  or  necessary  to  make  the  statements  herein,  in  light  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  are  made,  not  misleading. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

By:   /s/  Ellen  M.  O'Connor 


Chief  Financial  Officer 
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Appendix  A 


SWISS  BANK  CORPORATION,  NEW  YORK  BRANCH 


The  following  information  relating  to  the  Bank  has  been  provided  by  Swiss  Bank  Corporation. 
The  District  has  not  made  any  investigation  of  the  information  set  forth  below. 

Swiss  Bank  Corporation  ("Swiss  Bank"),  was  organized  in  1872  under  the  name  of  "Basler 
Bankverein"  and  became  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  in  1897.  It  is  one  of  the  three  major  commercial 
banks  of  Switzerland  and  is  primarily  an  international  wholesale  institution  with  major  corporate, 
bank,  government  and  government-related  customers.  Retail  business  is  pursued  essentially  only  in 
Switzerland,  where  Swiss  Bank  has  279  branches  and  eight  subsidiaries  offering  full-service 
commercial  and  private  banking  facilities. 

The  New  York  Branch,  licensed  under  New  York  law,  provides  a  full  range  of  wholesale 
commercial  banking  services  in  the  New  York  City  metropolitan  area  and  throughout  the  United 
States.  Upon  written  request,  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  will  provide  without  charge  a  copy  of  the 
most  recent  Annual  Report  of  Swiss  Bank  Corporation.  Written  requests  should  be  directed  to  Vice 
President,  Advertising  and  Public  Relations,  Swiss  Bank  Corporation,  New  York  Branch,  Box  395, 
Church  Street  Station,  New  York,  New  York  10008. 

The  above  information  relating  to  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  relates  to  and  has  been  supplied  by 
Swiss  Bank  Corporation.  The  delivery  of  the  Official  Statement  shall  not  create  any  implication  that 
there  has  been  no  change  in  the  affairs  of  Swiss  Bank  Corporation  since  the  date  hereof,  or  that  the 
information  contained  or  referred  to  in  this  OfTicial  Statement  is  correct  as  of  any  time  subsequent  to 
its  date. 
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Appendix  B 

POPULATION  AND  ECONOMIC  INFORMATION 

OVERVIEW 

While  the  District  of  Columbia  is  primarily  known  as  the  nation's  capital,  it  is  also  an 
international  city,  a  tourism  and  cultural  center  and  the  central  city  of  the  eighth  largest  metropolitan 
area  in  the  United  States.  The  District  covers  69  square  miles  and  had  a  1991  resident  population  of 
598,000,  larger  than  that  of  three  states.  The  1991  metropolitan  area  population  of  3.9  million 
encompasses  15  additional  jurisdictions  in  Maryland  and  Virginia.  In  1991 ,  the  District  had  the  eighth 
highest  per  capita  income  of  states;  the  metropolitan  area  ranked  first  among  metropolitan  areas  in 
1980.  The  population  of  the  District  has  decreased  from  625,000  in  1986  to  606,900  in  1991.  Such 
decreases  in  population  could  have  an  impact  on  the  individual  income,  property  and  sales  tax 
receipts  of  the  District  if  such  population  declines  continue. 

As  the  nation's  capital,  the  District  is  the  seat  of  the  three  branches  of  the  Federal  government 
and  headquarters  for  most  Federal  departments  and  agencies.  The  Federal  workforce  in  the  District 
averaged  230,800  employees  in  1992  while  an  additional  151,000  Federal  employees  worked 
elsewhere  in  the  metropolitan  area. 

In  addition  to  its  role  as  the  nation's  capital,  the  District  is  host  to  137  foreign  embassies  and  36 
other  recognized  diplomatic  missions,  with  more  than  7,500  employees.  A  number  of  international 
organizations,  such  as  the  International  Monetary  Fund,  the  World  Bank,  the  World  Health  Organiza- 
tion, and  the  Organization  of  American  States  have  their  headquarters  in  the  District. 

In  1992,  an  estimated  19.2  million  persons  visited  the  District.  Those  visitors  provided  $1.5  bil- 
lion in  revenue  to  the  hospitality  industry  and  supported  31 ,000  jobs.  Visitors  are  attracted  not  only 
by  the  need  to  do  business  with  Federal  government  and  regional  businesses  but  also  by  the 
national  monuments.  350  historic  sites,  56  museums,  and  other  major  cultural  attractions.  The 
Kennedy  Center,  National  Gallery  of  Art,  the  Smithsonian  Institution  and  the  Library  of  Congress  are 
cultural  institutions  of  international  renown.  To  encourage  additional  convention  and  meeting 
business,  the  District  in  1983  opened  its  381,000  square  foot,  $98.7  million  Convention  Center.  In 
1991,  the  Washington  Convention  Center  had  1.4  million  visitors. 

The  Washington  metropolitan  area  has  developed  into  a  diverse  economic  entity  with  Federal 
government  employment  providing  a  stable  base  for  significant  expansions  in  services,  aerospace, 
high  technology  and  communications  and  as  a  site  for  corporate  headquarters. 

Total  employment  in  the  metropolitan  area  was  2,187,400  in  1992-  (These  numbers  exclude 
self-employed,  domestic  workers,  military  and  foreign  government  personnel.  As  such,  the  numbers 
exclude  significant  portions  of  the  actual  employed  workforce  in  the  area.)  District  employment  in 
1992  was  676,900,  30  9%  of  the  area  total. 

In  1992,  government  jobs  provided  42%  of  employment  in  the  District  and  21%  in  the 
metropolitan  area.  Private  employment  in  the  District  constituted  58%  of  jobs  divided  among 
services  (38%),  wholesale /retail  sales  (8%),  finance,  real  estate  and  insurance  (5%),  transporta- 
tion, communications  and  public  utilities  (3%),  and  construction,  manufacturing  and  mining  (4%). 
Unemployment  in  the  District  was  8.4%  in  1992  compared  to  7.4%  for  the  United  States. 

Per  capita  personal  income  in  the  District  was  $24,063  in  1992,  compared  to  $20,114  for  the 
United  States.  The  relatively  high  per  capita  and  household  incomes  in  the  District  result  from  a 
combination  of  factors  including  a  high  labor  force  participation  rate,  multiple  earner  households, 
small  household  size  (2.3  persons),  a  large  percentage  of  college  graduates  and  a  substantial 
concentration  of  employed  residents  in  highly-skilled  occupations. 
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The  District  has  experienced  substantial  growtn  in  assessea  valuation  of  real  property,  trom 
$8.2  billion  in  tax  year  1977  to  $48.7  billion  in  tax  year  1992  and  particularly  for  non-residential 
property,  which  increased  in  value  from  $3.2  billion  in  tax  year  1977  to  $24.5  billion  In  tax  year  1993. 
Significant  nevj  construction  of  office  buildings  has  occurred  with  net  increases  of  approximately 
22.3  million  square  feet  from  1986  through  1991,  but  construction  has  substantially  declined  in  the 
past  few  years.  A  major  redevelopment  project  along  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  including  office 
buildings,  hotels  and  residential  buildings,  was  undertaken  by  a  Federal  agency,  the  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  Development  Corporation.  As  of  June  1992,  the  District  ranked  third,  after  New  York  and 
Chicago,  in  square  footage  of  downtown  space. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

DEMOGRAPHIC  STATISTICS 

Last  Ten  Fiscal  Years 


Population' 


D.C. 

p» 

r  capita  Personal  Incoi 

me' 

Ftaeal 

Median 

Ratio  ol 

Ymt 

O.C. 

Af 

D.C. 

U.S. 

D.C.  to  U.S. 

1982 

626.000 

30.6 

$14,995 

$11,113 

135% 

1983 

624,000 

30.9 

15,721 

12,098 

130 

1984 

623,000 

31.4 

16.660 

13,114 

127 

1985 

623,000 

31.8 

17,974 

13,908 

129 

1986 

625,000 

32.7 

19,071 

14,636 

130 

1987 

622.000 

33.0 

20,303 

15.340 

132 

1988 

613,000 

33.3 

21,667 

16.444 

132 

1989 

604,000 

33.5 

23,436 

17,567 

133 

1990 

606,900 

33.5 

24,181 

18,685 

129 

1991 

598,000 

33.4 

23,243 

19,082 

122 

1992 

606,900 

33.5 

24,063 

20,114 

120 

Source:  <  Federal  Bureau  of  t^e  Census  Current  Population  Series  P-24-1024 

'  Bureau  o)  Economic  Analysis.  US  Department  o(  Commerce  (updated  to  reflect  current  information). 

'  The  District  is  a  participant,  togetfier  with  other  jurisdictions,  in  a  challenge  seeking  the  Federal  government  to 
conduct  a  fairer  and  more  accurate  decennial  census  City  ol  New  York.  »t.  al.  v  Department  ol  Commerce, 
No.  88-CV-3474. 

N/A  Not  available. 


EMPLOYMENT  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
BY  INDUSTRY 


Annual  Average  Data^ 

(000) 

Calendar  Year 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

Federal  Government 

2083 

210.3 

215.5 

2132 

214.5 

217.7 

2204 

220.4 

2235 

2308 

District  Government' 

454 

453 

467 

48.8 

51.4 

532 

521 

52.6 

51.7 

512 

Other  Government 

52 

5.0 

4.9 

49 

48 

4.8 

48 

48 

4.6 

45 

Services 

1942 

203.7 

212.7 

219.2 

230.8 

242.7 

2534 

2603 

2555 

2556 

Wholesale /Retail 

588 

625 

62.7 

627 

62.9 

649 

635 

618 

57  6 

547 

Finance.  Real  Estate.  Insurance 

345 

34.8 

346 

366 

35.9 

348 

335 

33.7 

34.5 

33.7 

Transportation  and  Communication 

258 

26.1 

254 

24.9 

24.5 

252 

245 

240 

23.4 

232 

Construction  and  Manulactunng 

243 

26.0 

28.4 

29.7 

30.7 

29.7 

30.2 

30.2 

280 

230 

Mining 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

01 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

.1 

TOTAL' 

596.6 

613.8 

631.2 

640.1 

655.6 

673.1 

6825 

6879 

676.9 

676.8 

Estimates  are  benchmarked  to  ES-202  data  lor  the  First  Quarter  ol  the  most  current  year:  thus  they  are  sut>ject  to  revisions 

during  subsequent  t)enchmarkings. 
'  Annual  average  of  all  District  employment  including  summer  and  seasonal  workers. 
'  Excludes  self-employed,  unpaid  family  members,  domestic  workers,  and  foreign  government  personnel. 
Sourco:  D.C.  Department  of  Employment  Services.  Area  Labor  Summary,  Metropolitan  Washington,  DC. 
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EMPLOYMENT  AND  UNEMPLOYMENT  IN  THE  CIVILIAN  LABOR  FORCE 

WASHINGTON,  O.C,  WASHINGTON  SMSA  AND  THE  NATION 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 


Uibor  Force 
Number  Employed 
Number  Unemployed 
Unemployment  Rate 


19S3 


1984 


1«SS 


19M 


1987 


1988 


1989 


1S90 


1991 


1992 


325.000  320.000 

287.000  291.000 

38.000  29.000 

117%  91% 


324.000 
296.000 
26.000 
66% 


323.000 
296.000 
25.000 
77% 


332.000 
315.000 
17.000 
5  1% 


332.000 

315.000 

17.000 

51% 


315.000 
299.000 
16.000 
5  1% 


298.000 
278.000 
20.000 
67% 


282.000  308.000 

260.000  262.000 

22.000  26.000 

7  7%  84% 


I 

1 


WASHINGTON  SMSA 


LaEK>r  Forca 
Number  Employed 
Number  Unemployed 
Unemployment  Rate  (S.A.) 


1.783.000     1.915.400      1,851.000     2.041.000     2,073.000     2.139.000     2.216.100     2.209.787     2.228  960     2.262.700 
1.690.000     1,840.400      1.782.000      1.970.000     2,003.000     2.076.000     2.156,600     2.134.412     2.128,680     2  150.600 
93.000  75.000  69.000  71.000  70.000  63.000  59.500  75.375         100.300         112.200 

5.2%  3.9%  3.7%  3.5%  3.4%  2.9%  2.7%  3.4%  4.5%  5.0% 


Labor  Force' 

Number  Employed  (Non-Ag  )* 
Number  Unemployed* 
Unemployment  Rate  (SA.) 


UNITED  STATES 


111.500 

116.162 

115.461 

117.634 

119.865 

121.669 

123.669 

124.784 

125.303 

126.962 

100.834 

102.888 

107.150 

109.597 

112.440 

114.996 

117.342 

117.914 

116.877 

117.598 

10.717 

8.191 

6.312 

8.237 

7.425 

6.701 

6.528 

8.874 

6.426 

9.364 

9.6% 

71% 

7.2* 

70% 

8.2% 

55% 

5.3% 

5.5% 

67% 

7  4% 

S.A.— seasonally  odiusted. 

•—000  omitted. 

Source:  Oislnct  ol  Columbia  Government.  Departmenl  of  Employment  Services.  Area  Labor  Summary,  Metropolllan  Washington.  DC  .  and  US 
Department  of  (.atx)r  Statistics,  Employment  and  Earnings. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  INDIVIDUAL  INCOME  TAXES 


Years  Ended  December  31,  1991  and  1992 


Inconw  LpW#w 

PereeMol 

Tout  Tmm 

CoHoctod 

0.2% 

Numbwol 
Taxpayers 

12,651 

Percent  of 
Taipeyera 

4.6% 

Percent  of 

ToUl  Taiet 

Collected 

0.3% 

Number  of 
Taipayec* 

10.426 

Tajipsyere 

Under  $5,000 

4.0% 

$5,000  to  9.999 

14 

31,257 

11.4 

1.6 

27,247 

10.6 

$10,000  to  14.999 

3.3 

37.459 

13.6 

3.7 

34,282 

13.3 

$15,000  to  24,999 

13.4 

75,380 

27.5 

14.5 

68,673 

26.7 

$25,000  to  49.999 

32.6 

81,653 

29.7 

32.7 

79,014 

30.7 

$50,000  to  99,999 

24  3 

27.398 

10.0 

23.2 

28,341 

11.0 

over  $100,000 

24.8 

8.798 

32 

24.0 

9,512 

3.7 

Total 

100.0% 

274,596 

100.0% 

100.0% 

257,495 

100.0% 

Source:  Oepaitment  of  Finance  and  Revenue.  1991  and  1992  Returns  with  Taxable  Income. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
PROPERTY  VALUE,  CONSTRUCTION  AND  BANK  DEPOSITS 


Last  Ten  Fiscal  Years 

($000) 

Commercial 

Retidential 

Construction' 

Construction' 
Number 

Bank 

Property  Velue» 

Fitctl 

Number 

Total 

Year 

of  UniM 

Vaiue 

of  Unitt 

Value 

DeposHs' 

Commercial 

Residential 

Taxable 

Nontaiabte 

1984 

183 

639.670 

475 

25.725 

8.091.000 

8.865,100 

11.859.000 

20,724.100 

20.531.000 

198S 

153 

304.925 

628 

30.031 

9.059.000 

11,321,600 

12.124.600 

23,446,200 

22.152.700 

1986 

206 

436.924 

992 

61.123 

9.353.850 

11,958,000 

13.049.000 

25.007.000 

22.585,000 

1987 

131 

640.294 

1,249 

171.490 

10.070.904 

14,130,500 

14.002.800 

28.133.300 

23,115,300 

1988 

386 

706.020 

576 

91.603 

11.210.442 

16,424,500 

15.259.700 

31.684.200 

24.058,600 

1989 

349 

594.297 

536 

102.869 

11,881,261 

19,492,000 

15.826.000 

35.318.000 

26.747.400 

1990 

111 

915.113 

191 

49.440 

12,515,450 

21,794,217 

17.214.433 

39.008.650 

28.764.776 

1991 

34 

462.237 

64 

14,321 

12,300,530 

25,256,291 

19.880,777 

45.137.068 

27.600.164 

1992 

24 

320.900 

59 

22.201 

12,300.529 

27.901.550 

20,830,365 

48.731.915 

33.269,958 

1993 

29 

68.470 

21 

7.967 

10.626.000 

24,478.683 

20.505.958 

44.984.641 

31,892.428 

Source:  '  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs 

'  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  estimated  actual  value 

>  FDIC  Summary  of  Deposits  in  alt  commercial  banks  as  of  June  30. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

TEN  HIGHEST  ASSESSED  VALUES  FOR  TAX-EXEMPT  PROPERTIES 

Tax  Year  Ending 
September  30, 1994 


Property* 


Value 


George  Washington  University  and  Medical 

Center  $600,760,480 
The  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 

and  Development  51 6,751 ,299 

Georgetown  University  and  Hospital  398,544,140 

How/ard  University  and  Hospital  375,521,116 

American  University  190,955,260 

Washington  Hospital  Center  187,913,704 

International  Monetary  Fund  161,223,730 

Inter-American  Development  Bank  151,724.000 
National  Cathedral                                                    '     124,077,294 

National  Geographic  Society  109,462,845 


Note: 

*  Excludes  Federal.  DC.  and  foreign  govemmeni  property. 

Source:  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  Assessed  value  was  calculated  based  on  100%  of  trie  estimated  market  value 
for  the  property  tax  year  ending  September  30. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
TEN  HIGHEST  ASSESSED  VALUES  FOR  COMMERCIAL  PROPERTIES 
Tax  Year  Ending  September  30,  1994 

AddwM                                                                                                   Land                Improvementt  Totil 

1001  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W $105,604,110     $118,087,890     $223,692,000 

1835  I  Street,  N.W 111,003,082       103,017,918  214,021,000 

1050  Connecticut  Avenue,  N.W 97,547,510      109,610,770  207,158,280 

800  K  Street,  N.W 102,071,317         97.073,067  199,144,384 

250-300  E  Street,  S.W 39,876,927       151,538,073  191,415,000 

1331  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W 101,414,550         86,091,450  187,506.000 

400  7th  Street,  N.W 52,986,825       130,712,175  183,699.000 

400-500  0  Street,  S.W 38,815,439       130,796,561  169,612,000 

990  LEnfant  Plaza,  S.W 55,419,852       110,590,148  166,010.000 

1000  H  Street,  N.W 79,260,510         84,865,490  164,126,000 

Source:  Depanmeni  of  Finance  and  Revenue  Assessed  value  was  calculated  based  on  100%  of  the  estimated  market  value 
fof  ttie  property  tax  year  ending  September  30- 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

CHANGES  TO  MAJOR  TAX  RATES 

Last  Ten  Fiscal  Years 

Sal««  and  U— Incoiw* Hec^lpla* 


Pvnonal      Ganeral  Selective 


Flacal 

Owner- 

Tenaitt- 

Taw 

Occupied 

Orncileri 
1.54 

HoteU 
2.13 

Impraved 
2.13 

Unimpioved 

1964 

1.22 

2.13 

1965 

1.82 

2.03 

2.03 

1986 

1967 

1988 

1989 

1.06 

1990 

.96 

1.85 

2.15 

3.29 

1991 

1992 

1993 

5.00 

AlccKollc 
Seer      SpMta      Motor  PuMK 

■  '  Fuel'       Individual       Butlneii         UtlHty 


3.10  .06       2.25       1.50       .155       020-110         0990  .067 


3.40 


.06 

2.25 

1.50 

.155 

020-110 

0990 
1050 

279 

.180 
.200 

06-100 
06-095 

.1025 

.1050 
.1025 

<  Per  tiOO  of  assessed  value. 
"  Per  tl  of  sales. 
»  Per  barrel. 

•  Per  gallon. 

'  Per  $1  of  taxable  Income 

•  Per  $1  of  gross  receipts 

Source:  Department  of  Finance  ar>d  Revenue. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

PERCENT  OF  DEBT  TO  ESTIMATED  ACTUAL  VALUE 
OF  TAXABLE  PROPERTY  AND  DEBT  PER  CAPITA 


Last  Ten  Fiscal  Years 

($000) 

Parcant  ol 

Fiscal 

Population' 

623,000 

Gemrat  Obligation  1 

OtbV 

Attattad 

Value 

Dabt 

to  Aatatted 

Value 

Debt  per 

Year 

Enteiprita' 
$261,229 

Ganeral 

$1,646,633 

Total 

Capita' 

1984 

$1,907,862 

$20,724,100 

9.2% 

$3,062 

1985 

623,000 

278,224 

1,781.265 

2.059.489 

23.446.200 

8.8 

3,306 

1986 

625.000 

297,249 

1,952,196 

2,249,445 

25.007,000 

9.0 

3,599 

1987 

622,000 

295,357 

2,074.333 

2,369,690 

28.133.300 

8.4 

3.810 

1988 

613,000 

302,802 

2,116,088 

2.418.890 

31.684.200 

7.6 

3,946 

1989 

604,000 

299.636 

2,235,866 

2.535.502 

35,318,000 

7.2 

4.198 

1990 

609,900 

300,643 

2,489,716 

2.790,359 

39,008,650 

7.2 

4,575 

1991 

598,000' 

319,292 

2,893,265 

3,212,557 

45,137,068 

7.1 

5.372 

1992 

589,000 

313,742 

3,026,047 

3,339.789 

48,731.915 

8.5 

5.670 

1993 

578,000 

324,295 

3.230.865 

3.555.160 

44,984.641 

7.9 

6,151 

Notei: 

1  There  is  rK>  revenue  bond,  special  assessment  or  overlapping  debt. 

'  A  portion  ol  the  general  obligation  debt  was  Incurred  tor  the  benefit  of  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  which  services 
that  debt  as  a  matter  ol  discretionary  financial  policy.  The  fund  is  not  a  legal  entity  and  is  not  a  party  to  the  debt 
instruments. 

'  These  amounts  are  not  expressed  In  tt>ousands. 

'  The  District  is  a  participant,  together  with  other  jurisdictions  In  a  challenge  seeking  to  have  the  Federal  government  conduct 
a  fairer  and  more  accurate  decennial  census  City  of  New  York,  el  al.  v.  Department  ol  Commerce,  No.  88-CV-3474.  The 
District  makes  no  representations  as  to  the  outcome  ol  the  pending  litigation 

Sources:  Bureau  ol  Census  and  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

PERCENT  OF  GENERAL  FUND  DEBT  SERVICE  TO 
GENERAL  FUND  EXPENDITURES 


Last  Ten  Fiscal  Years 

($000s) 

Percent  of  Debt 

Dabt  Servtca 

General  Fund 

Service  to 

Flacal 

Principal 

Principal 

Flacal 

General  Fund 

Year 

Retired 
$  27,852 

Refunded 
$    — 

Intaraat        Chargoa 
$136,252       $  — 

Total 

Eipenditures 
$2,385,535 

Expamtlturaa 

1984 

$164,104 

6.9% 

1965 

30.089 

243,029 

140.373          7,340 

420.831 

2,609.020 

6.5' 

1986 

39,505 

424,756 

145,104          3,440 

612.805 

2.795.028 

66' 

1987 

53.416 

239,398 

145.495          2,913 

441,222 

3.035,119 

6.6' 

19B8 

66.630 

83,703 

148,783         1,916 

301,032 

3,378.690 

6.4' 

1989 

71 .743 

153,555         3,550 

228,848 

3,483,722 

6.6' 

1990 

84,922 



162.050         7,878 

254,850 

3,798,448 

6.7 

1991 

97,792 



177,452         9,677 

284,921 

3,652,330 

7.8 

1992 

128,917 



204,181         7,260 

340,358 

4,087,093 

8.3 

1993 

151.675 

— 

193,641         5.755 

351,071 

4,292,438 

8.2 

'  Excludes  Princi|}al  Refunded  and  Fiscal  Charges. 

Source:  Office  ol  Vte  Controller  and  the  Office  ol  the  Budget. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

COMPUTATION  OF  LEGAL  DEBT  LIMITATION 

Calculated  As  of  May  1,  1994 
(SOOOs) 

Revenues: 

General  Fund 

District  revenues  $2,744,046 

Federal  revenues  647,930 

Water  and  Sewer  Fund  196,208 

Less:  court  fees  (6,743) 

Total  Revenues  $3,581 ,441 

Maximum  Annual  Principal  and  Interest: 

General  Obligation  Debt  $    357,833 
Water  and  Sewer  Fund  Debt  36,487 

Total  Maximum  Annual  Principal  and  Interest  $    394.320 

Percent  of  Maximum  Annual  Principal  and  Interest  to  Estimated 
1993  Revenue:'  11.01% 


^ 


Note: 

<  Under  the  District  of  Columbia  Selt-Qovernment  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act  (the  "Act" ) .  no  long-term  general 
obligation  debt  (otfier  ttian  refunding  debt)  may  be  issued  during  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount  which  would  cause  the 
amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  paid  in  any  fiscal  year  on  all  outstanding  long-term  general  obligatron  bonds  and 
treasury  loans  to  exceed  14%  of  the  estimated  revenues  (as  defined  in  the  Act)  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  debt  is 
issued  Determination  of  the  debt  limitation  applicable  to  a  particular  issue  of  general  obligation  bonds  is  made  as  of  the 
date  of  closing  of  the  sale  of  such  issue. 

Source:  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  and  the  Office  of  the  Controller. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

PERCENT  OF  FEDERAL  NON-GRANT  REVENUES  TO 

LOCAL  SOURCE  REVENUES  AND  GENERAL  FUND  EXPENDITURES 

(GAAP  BASIS) 


Last  Ten  Fiscal  Years 

(SOOOs) 

Percent  of  Federal 

Federal 

Local  Source 

General  Fund 

Non-Grant  Revenues  to 

Fiscal 

Local  Source          General  Fund 

Year 

Non-Grant  Revenues' 

Revenues 

Expenditures' 

Revenues            Eipenditures 

1984 

$417,222 

$1,589,451 

$2,124,662 

26,2%               19.6% 

1985 

471,353 

1,724,253 

2,345.168 

27.3                   20.1 

1986 

450,265 

1.908,395 

2,518,003 

23.6                   17.9 

1987 

479,500 

2.102,750 

2,738,871 

22.8                   17.5 

1988 

459,500 

2,349,714 

3,084,839 

19.6                   14.9 

1989 

453,800 

2,502,424 

3,191,290 

18.1                     14.2 

1990 

506,966 

2,597,939 

3,448.156 

19.5                    14.7 

1991 

625,231 

2,731 .888 

3,589,422 

22.9                    17.4 

1992 

643,772 

2.749,691 

3,698,306 

23.4                    17.4 

1993 

635,930 

2.739,887 

3.888,362 

23.2                     16.4 

Note: 

'  Excludes  debt  service  and  financing  uses  (sources). 

Source:  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  and  tile  Office  of  the  Budget 
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Appendix  C 

:en  ,,0  ,..  c  «cc.n,„.  BClt    Smith    &    CO. 

Cerulied  Public  Arrounianis 


INDEPENDENT  AUDITORS'  REPORT 


To  the  Mayor  and  Council 

of  the  District  of  Columbia: 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  general  purpose  financial  statements  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  1993.  These  general 
purpose  financial  statements  are  the  responsibility  of  the  District  of  Columbia's 
management.  Our  responsibility  is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  general  purpose  financial 
statements  based  on  our  audit. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing  standards. 
Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance 
about  whether  the  general  purpose  financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement. 
An  audit  includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  supporting  the  amounts  and 
disclosures  in  the  general  purpose  financial  statements.  An  audit  also  includes  assessing  the 
accounting  principles  used  and  significant  estimates  made  by  management,  as  well  as 
evaluating  the  overall  general  purpose  financial  statement  presentation.  We  believe  that  our 
audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion. 

In  our  opinion,  the  general  purpose  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present 
fairly,  in  all  material  respects,  the  financial  position  of  the  District  of  Columbia  as  of 
September  30,  1993,  and  the  results  of  its  operations  and  cash  flows  of  its  enterprise  funds 
for  the  year  then  ended  in  conformity  with  generally  accepted  accounting  principles. 

« 

Our  audit  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  forming  an  opinion  on  the  general  purpose 
financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole.  The  general  fund  statements  and  schedules  are 
presented  for  purposes  of  additional  analysis  and  are  not  a  required  part  of  the  general 
purpose  financial  statements  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Such  information  has  been  subject 
to  the  auditing  procedures  applied  in  the  audit  of  the  general  purpose  financial  statements, 
and,  in  our  opinion,  is  fairly  presented  in  all  material  respects  in  relation  to  the  general 
purpose  financial  statements  taken  as  a  whole. 

During  the  year  ended  September  30,  1993,  the  District  of  Columbia  adopted 
Statement  No.  14  of  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board  which  requires  the 
financial  data  of  discretely  presented  component  units  to  be  reported  separately  from  the 
financial  data  of  the  primary  government  and  certain  other  disclosures. 


Washington,  DC 
January  25,  1994 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Exhibit  1 


ALL  FUND  TYPES  AND  ACCOUNT  GROUPS 
COMBINED  BALANCE  SHEET 

September  30, 1993 
($000«) 


OovamnMntal 


Proprt«to>Y  FMudaiy 
FundiypM  FundTyp* 


Account 
Oiwip« 


GsMial 


-Ihntand      Qwwnl       Qanaml    Componant 
Capital    Entarpftaa      AQancy         FIxad      Longlknn       Untts 
Ptolacti      (Nota6)      (WotaT)       Aiaata      UaWMtlaa     (WotaS) 


ASSETS 

Currant  Aaaats: 

Cash  and  investments  (note  2) $165,392       131.536 

Receivables  (net  of  allowances 

tor  uncollectibies) 

Ta.es  267.764 

Accounts 

tntergovernmental  

(mragovernmental  (note  3) 

Interlund  (note  3)  .:.... 

Inventories  

Other  current  assets  

liolal  current  assets 

Long  Term  Aaaets: 

Receivables 

Loans 

Intergovernmental 
Deterred  charges 
Other  long  term  assets 

Total  long  term  assets 


Find  Aaaau  (Note  4): 

Propeny  and  equipment 
Less-accumulateO  depreciation 


Net  hied  assets 


Ottier  OeblU: 
Resources  to  t>e  provided 


Total  aaaata 


90.917     2.852.167  — 


286.644 


57.067 
186.646 
68.591 

1.112 
33.226 

8.427 

26.492 

53.730 
17.377 

16.630 

1.116 

179.770 

18.138 

5.708 

25.672 

49.718 

1.185.441 
334.042 
651.399 

20.745 
416.786 

74.459 

4.678 
3.370.647 

- 

- 

27.081 
4.541 

1.770 
3.409 

788.245 

156.028 

— 

— 

323.445 

41.012 

- 

- 

214.031 
6.849 

41.012 

— 

— 

— 

— 

220.680 

— 

— 

- 

5.189.210 
1.871.233 
3.317.977 

- 

306.641 
135.660 

_ 

_ 

^ 

— 

170.961 

7.077.764 
7.077.764 

S829.2S7 

166.026 

1.060.667 

3.370.647 

3,317.977 

715.266 

The  accompanying  notes  are  an  integral  part  of  this  statement 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Qovammental 
Fund  Typi 


Proprtatary   Fiduciary 
Fund  lypaa  Fund  Typa 


Account 
Otoupa 


Thiat  and      Qanaral       Oanaral    Componant 
Capttal     Entarprtaa       Agency         Find       Long  tarni       Unlta 
Ganaial       Pio)ac1»       (Nota6)       (Nola  7)        Aaaats       UabllWea     (Notae) 


UABtLITIES  AND  EQUITY 

Currant  LlaWHtlaa: 
Payables 

Accounts  

Compensation       

Intergovernmental    

Intragovernmemal  (note  3) 

Interfund  (note  3)  

Accrued  liabilities 

Deferred  revenue         

Current  maiunties  (note  S) 

Other  current  liat)ilities  ... 

Total  current  liabilities  

Long  farm  LiaMIWae  (Note  S): 

Long  term  debt 
Intergovernmental  notes  payable 
General  obligation  bonds  payable 
Loans  payable 

Other  long  term  liabilities 

Total  long  term  liabilities        

Ibtal  HaMlltlaa  

Equity: 
Other  credits 

Resources  invested  (note  4) 
Contnbuled  capital  (note  4) 
Retair>ed  earnings  (deficit) 
Fund  balances 
Reserved  for 
Long  term  assets 

Encumbrances  

Net  restricted  assMS    

Unreserved  (deficit)       

Total  equity     

Total  llaMlltla*  and  equity  


S241.542 
181.215 

38.792 

32.631 
6.226 

162.899 

— 

— 

19.910 
23.634 

4.571 

— 

858 

I 

"~ 

I 

68,591 

74.459 
16S.6SS 
130.116 

17.372 

15.830 
14.789 
15.217 

1.112 

- 

- 

13.197 
11.320 

16.375 

56.164 

1.843 
67.394 

194.463 
356.474 

— 

•    — 

6.057 

817.935 

— 

— 

142.709 

14.932 

82.025 





294.146 

_ 

— 

3.148.840 

_ 



_ 

_ 

— 

— 

_ 

448.681 

— 

— 

49.956 
359.034 

448.428 

— 

— 

3.846.899 
7.077.764 

7.077.764 

— 

— 

— 

- 

- 

448.681 

817.935 

S6.1S4 

358,474 

._ 

591.390 

3.317.977 

_ 

_ 

493.571 

— 

— 

— 

210.768 

— 

— 

140.888 

— 

— 

— 

(86.872) 

(29.690) 


3.012.373 


11.322   101.864    C34.4S9  3.012.373  3,317.977     — 


123,896 


$829,257   158,026   1,080,887  3,370,847  3,317,977  7.077,764   715,286 
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Exhibit  2 


ALL  GOVERNMENTAL  FUND  TYPES  AND  EXPENDABLE  TRUST  FUNDS 

COMBINED  STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENDITURES 
AND  CHANGES  IN  FUND  BALANCES 

>toar  Ended  September  30. 1993 
($000s) 


Fund  Typ— 


Cipttal 


FMuciary 
Fundiypit 

ExpMtdabta 
Ihnt 


"=•= «•-•- 

LicanMS  and  permits •«.ao» 

Fin«  »n<3  torleiU       51.845 

Charges  lor  services 138.156 

Ber>e<i1  comnbutioos — 

Miscellaneous         112.012 

IntergovemmenUl  (now  9) 1.395.775 

tDUl  revenues               4.300.2M 

Ej^MfMWuies: 

Correm 

Govemmenui  direciioo  end  soppon  i3e.B» 

Economic  development  and  regulation  285.249 

Public  safety  and  justice '  .067.374 

Public  education  system    754.104 

Human  support  services         1.636.871 

Public  worto                                         303.366 

Employee  benefits  addition  (deduction) (295.232) 

Capital  outlay ~ 

Debt  samce 

Pnnopal                                                               151.675 

Interest  and  Ascal  charge* •'. 199.396 

■fcui  expenditures      4.239.433 

EXCESS  (DEFIOENCIO  OF  REVENUES 

OVER  (UNI3ER)  EXPENDITURES           60.771 


52.324 

62.324 


252.223 

411 


252.634 


275.687 


275.687 


(223.363) 


231.187 


231.187 


21.447 


Other  Ftnendng  Sources  (Uaae): 

Proceeds  (payment)  tt 
General  obligation  bonds  1 .063.322 

Capiul  leases  10.920 

Refunded  debt  (929.738) 

Refunding  charges (127.769) 

Transfers 
Interlund  transfers  in  70.074 

Inierlund  transfers  out  (13i50) 

Intragovernmenial  transfers  out  (126.564) 

Total  other  financing  sources  (uses)  

EXCESS  (DEFKIENCV)  OF  REVENUES 
AND  OTHER  SOURCES  OVER  (UNDER) 
EXPENDITURES  AND  OTHER  USES  

Fund  Balance*  (Deflcft)  at  October  1 

Fund  Balance*  at  September  30    


222.909 


(1.352) 


(53.005) 

221.557 

_ 

7.7M 

(1.806) 

21,447 

1.596 

103.670 

(I.Ott) 

t   11.322 

101.864 

20.348 

The  accompanying  note*  ara  an  integral  pan  of  this  slalemenl. 
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Exhibit  3 


GENERAL  FUND 

STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENDITURES  AND  RECONCILIATION 
OF  BUDGETARY  BASIS  WITH  GAAP  BASIS 

Msar  Ended  SeptemlMr  30, 1993 
(SOOOs) 


Appco- 
pnatad 
Budget 


Appio- 
prtatad 
Actual 


Vkrtanc*- 

r>vofii)i< 

(UntovoraMa) 


Nonippio- 
prtatad 
Actual 


Ravanuat: 

Taxes                          $2,554,300 

Licenses  and  permcts 41.413 

Fines  and  tortens         58,969 

Charges  tor  services 61 .449 

Miscellaneous            42.850 

intergovernmanul 635.660 

Total  revenues          3.394.641 

Expandlturaa: 

Current 

Governmental  direction  and  suppon  132.147 

Economic  development  and  regulation  100.083 

Public  salety  and  lustice 930.410 

Public  education  system 642.539 

Human  support  services 910.622 

Public  worla                     247.796 

Unallocated  addition      18.290 

Employee  benefits  addition  (deductionl             .  — 

Debt  service 

Pnncipal                           151.675 

Interest  and  fiscal  charges 1 89.020 

Total  expenditures             3.322.584 

EXCESS  Of  REVENUES 

OVER  EXPENDITURES 72.057 

Otttar  Financing  Souicaa  (Uaaa): 
Pnxeeds  (payment)  ol 

Refunding  bonds   — 

Refunded  debt     .^ . . ! .  — 

Refundirtg  charges vvrgiv — 

Capital  leases           .1 _ 

Operating  transfers' 

Inlerlund  transfers  in      56.317 

Interlund  transfers  out      (17.038) 

Intragovernmental  transfers  out  (126.564) 

Total  other  financing  sources  (uses)  (87.285) 


EXCESS  (OEFiaENCTO  OF  REVENUES 
OVER  (UNDER)  EXPENDITURES  AND 
OTHER  USES  (BUDGETARY  BASIS) 


(15.228) 


2.557,852 

3.SS2 



44.564 

3.151 



51.845 

(7.124) 

_ 

52.803 

(8.546) 

85.253 

32.760 

(10.090) 

79.252 

635.930 

270 

759.845 

3.375.854 


151.675 

195.802 

3,316.072 


59.782 


To  ad|usl  for  nonappropnated  actual  . 


68.722 

(17,038) 

(126.564) 

(74.880) 


(15.098) 
22.864 


(18.787) 


(6.782) 
6.512 


(12.275) 


12.405 


12.405 


1X 
22,864 


924.350 


130.115 

2,032 

6.515 

96,525 

3.556 

188.724 

933,040 

(2.630) 

134.334 

642,208 

331 

111,896 

917,238 

(6.616) 

719,633 

249.469 

(1.671) 

53,897 

— 

18.290 

— 

(295,232) 

3,594 
923,361 

989 

1,063.322 

(929.738) 

(127.769) 

10.920 

1.352 
3.788 

21.875 

22.864 
(22.864) 


EXCESS  (DEFICtENCr)  OF  REVENUES 
OVER  (UNDER)  EXPENDITURES  AND 
OTHER  USES  (GAAP  BASIS) 

The  accompanying  notes  are  an  integral  part  ol  this  statement 


sjis^as) 


7.7M 


22,«M 
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Exhibit  4 


ALL  PROPRIETARY  FUND  TYPES  AND  PENSION  TRUST  FUNDS 

COMBINED  STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENSES 
AND  CHANGES  IN  RETAINED  EARNINGS/FUND  BALANCES 

Ytar  Ended  September  30, 1993 
($000s) 


Preprlatary 
Fund  Typw 
EnttrprlM 
(Now  6) 

Operating  R«v*nun: 

Charges  lor  services $    294,556 

Ber>elit  contnbutions — 

Miscellaneous           — 

Total  operating  revenues                          294.556 

Operating  Expense*: 

Personal  services     63.490 

Contraclual  services 63.073 

Supplies                       21 .393 

Occupancy                   18.264 

Depreciation                     22.719 

Benefit  payments           — 

Miscellaneous 20.239 

Total  operating  expenses   209.176 

OPERATING  INCOME  (LOSS) 85,378 

Norwpereting  Revenue*  (Expert***): 

Intergovernmental  (note  9)  — 

Interest  revenue                       .                                .  580 

Interest  anO  fiscal  charges  (36.1311 

Miscellaneous  64 

Total  norwperating  revenues  (expenses)  (35.487) 

INCOME  (LOSS)  BER3nE 

OPERATING  TRANSFERS  49.891 

TVanateis: 

Interlurxj  transfers  in   13.250 

Inierlund  transfers  out  (68.722) 

Intragovernmental  transfers  in  — 

Total  operating  transfers  (55.472) 

NET  INCOME  (LOSS) (S,5«1) 

Depreciation  closed  to  Contributed  Capital  3.293 

INCREASE  PECREASE)  IN  RETAINED 

EARNINGS/FUND  BALANCES  (2.288) 

Retained  E*mlf>ga/Fund  Balance*  at  October  1  143,178 

Retained  Eamlnga/Fund  Balance*  at  SepteirAer  30  t    140,888 
The  accompanyir>g  note*  are  an  integral  pan  of  this  statement 


FMtKlary 

Fund  Type 

Component 

Pension 

Unlta 

Thist 

(Note  8) 

93.412 

328.295 

— 

379.027 

16.057 

707.322 

109.469 

746 

178.109 

6.735 

24.648 

46 

19.404 

235 

17.353 

— 

15.103 

279.599 

_ 

18 

41,973 

287.379 

296,590 

419.943 

(187.121) 

25,551 

_ 

20.345 

— 

(35.409) 

— 

5,678 

— 

16.165 

419.943 

(170.956) 

126.564 


— 

126.564 

419,943 

(44,392) 
6.112 

419.943 
2,572.082 
2.992.025 

(38.280) 
(«,592) 
(88.872) 
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ENTERPRISE  FUNDS 

COMBINED  STATEMENT  OF  CASH  FLOWS 

Vsar  Ended  September  30, 1993 
(SOOOs) 


Exhibit  5 


Operating  Actlvlticc 
Cash  receipts  trom  customers 
Cash  receips  trom  loans  and  interest 
Other  cash  receipts 
Cash  paytTients  to  vendors 
Cash  payments  to  employees 
Other  cash  payments 
Net  cash  provided  (used)     


CaplUI  and  Related  Financing  ActtvKI**: 

Acquisitions  of  fixed  assets  

Proceeds  ol  long  term  t>onds 

Payments  of  long  term  debt 
Payments  of  inlei«st  and  charges 

Contributions  of  capital  

Net  cash  provided  (used) 


Noncapital  Financing  ActlvltiM: 
Operating  grant  receipts 

Intertund  transfers  in  

Interfund  transfers  out 
Intragovernmental  transfers  m 
Payments  ol  loans  payable 
Payments  ol  interest  and  charges 
Receipts  from  other  funds 
Other  long  term  payments 

Net  cash  provided  (used) 

Investing  ActlvHIea: 

Receipts  of  interest  and  dividends 
Net  cash  provided 

INCREASE  (DECREASE)  IN  CASH 

Cash  and  Investments  at  October  1 

Cash  and  Investments  at  September  30 


Reconciliation  ol  Operating  Income  to 
Net  Cash  Provided  by  Openling  Activities: 

Operating  income  (loss) 

Depreciation 

Miscellaneous  nof>operating  revenues 

Loss  on  dispositions  of  fixed  assets 

Decrease  (increase)  in  assets 

Receivables 

Allmrances  for  uncdlectibles 

Inventories    

Other  current  assets 

Loans  receivable  .  

Increase  (decrease)  in  liabilities: 

Payables 

Accrued  liabilities 

Deferred  revenue 

Otfter  current  liabilities 

Net  cash  provided  (used) 
Noncash  conthbutions  ol  capital    


Entcfprtae 

Component 

Funds 

Units 

$401 .025 

67.262 

— 

4.662 

6.067 

46.232 

(122.404) 

(102.317) 

(56.007) 

(175.408) 

(116.848) 

— 

111.833 

(159.569) 

(46.266) 

(2.023) 

141.839 

— 

(132.052) 

— 

(37,628) 

— 

8.977 

1.743 

(65.130) 

(280) 

_ 

23.922 

13.250 

— 

(68.722) 

— 

(V<23) 
(56.895) 


580 

580 

(9.612) 

100.S29 

>  90,917 


$111,833 


126.564 
(66.841) 
(35.458) 
17.122 

63.309 


20.345 
20.345 

(76,195) 

3S2.i39 

216.644 


85.378 

(187.121) 

22.719 

15.103 

64 

5.678 

61 

678 

147 

36.920 

(30) 

(24.506) 

(3.058) 

946 

575 

647 

— 

(13.041) 

50 

(1.420) 

2.801 

990 

4.348 

3.648 

(1.222) 

1,911 

(159.569) 


606 


7.010 


The  accompanying  notes  are  an  integral  pan  ol  this  statement. 
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NOTES  TO  THE  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 

September  30,  1993 

(amounts  expressed  In  thousands) 


NOTE  1.  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

Article  I,  section  8.  clause  17  of  the  United  States  Constitution  adopted  September  17, 1787  states,  "The 
Congress  shall  have  the  power  .  to  exercise  exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  over  such 
district  (not  exceeding  ten  miles  square)  as  may,  by  cession  of  particular  states,  and  the  acceptance  of 
Congress,  become  the  seat  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  .  "  The  District  of  Columbia  (District) 
was  created  March  30,  1791  and  became  the  nation's  capital  December  1,  1800.  Congress  granted  the 
District  a  Charter  which  went  into  effect  on  January  2,  1975  (the  District  of  Columbia  Self-Government 
and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act,  Public  Law  93-198,  approved  December  24,  1973).  The  District 
is  a  municipal  corporation  which  operates  under  an  elected  K4ayor-Council  form  of  government.  An  act 
of  the  Council,  other  than  a  budget  request  act,  becomes  a  law  unless  it  is  disapproved  by  Congress 
and  the  President  after  it  is  adopted.  Citizens  of  the  District  have  the  right  to  vote  for  President  and  Vice 
President  of  the  United  States  but  not  for  members  of  Congress.  The  District  has  an  elected  nonvoting 
delegate  to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives.  The  judges  of  the  District  courts  are  appointed 
by  the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  Felonies  committed  in  the  District  are  prosecuted 
by  the  United  States  Attorney  and  court  orders  are  carried  out  by  the  United  States  Marshall. 

A.  FINANCIAL  REPORTING  ENTITY 

A  financial  reporting  entity  consists  of  a  primary  government  and  Its  component  units.  The  primary  government 
is  the  District  which  consists  of  all  the  organizations  that  make  up  its  legal  entity.  The  water  and  sewer 
utility,  stadium  and  armory  complex  (Starplex).  convention  center,  lottery,  and  disability,  unemployment 
and  retirement  programs  are  not  legally  separate  organizations  and  their  financial  data  are  included  with 
the  financial  data  of  the  primary  government. 

Component  units  are  legally  separate  organizations  for  which  the  elected  officials  of  the  District  are  financially 
accountable.  The  general  hospital,  housing  finance  agency  and  university  are  component  units  and  their 
financial  data  are  reported  separately  from  the  financial  data  of  the  primary  government.  Accountability 
exists  because  the  governing  bodies  of  all  the  component  units  are  appointed  by  the  Mayor  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Council.  In  addition,  the  District  has  an  obligation  to  provide  financial  support  to  the 
component  units.  Condensed  financial  statements  for  each  of  the  component  units  are  presented  in  Note  8. 
Complete  financial  statements  of  the  individual  component  units  can  be  obtained  from  the  office  of  the  Controller 

The  District  of  Columbia  Economic  Development  Finance  Corporation  is  a  legally  separate  organization 
that  stimulates  economic  development,  business  development  and  job  creation  l>y  sisslstlng  in  the  implementation 
of  development  projects  within  the  District  and  by  providing  financial  and  technical  assistance  to  eligible 
businesses.  Accountability  exists  because  the  corporation  Is  governed  by  nine  directors  of  which  four 
are  ex  officio  members  and  five  are  public  members  appointed  by  the  Mayor  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Council.  However,  financial  accountability  does  not  exist  because  the  District  does  not  impose  its 
will  on,  or  have  a  financial  benefit  or  burden  relationship  with,  the  corporation.  Transactions  between  the 
corporation  and  the  District  are  presented  in  Note  8. 

The  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority  is  a  tax  exempt  joint  venture  created  in  1967  by  compact 
among  Maryland,  Virginia  and  the  District.  The  authority  is  responsible  for  the  construction,  financing 
and  operation  of  mass  transit  facilities  in  the  counties  of  Montgomery  and  Prince  George's  in  Maryland, 
the  counties  of  Arlington  and  Fairfax  and  the  cities  of  Alexandria,  Fairfax  and  Falls  Church  in  Virginia, 
and  the  District.  The  authority  is  a  public  corporation  which  is  governed  by  a  board  consisting  of  six  directors, 
two  each  representing  Maryland,  Virginia  and  the  District.  The  District's  directors  are  appointed  by  the 
Council.  The  authority  does  not  have  any  stockholders,  has  no  taxing  power  and  is  not  subject  to  regulatory 
approval  of  its  fare  schedules.  The  participants  are  required  to  provide  a  stable  and  reliable  source  of 
revenues  to  finance  their  ongoing  financial  responsibility  to  the  authority  (DC.  Code  1-2465).  The  revenues 
allocated  by  the  District  to  the  authority  are  motor  vehicle  registration  fees;  traffic  fines:  motor  vehicle 
excise  taxes:  parking  meter  fees:  sales  taxes  on  parking  lots,  hotel  rooms,  rental  vehicles,  restaurant  food 
and  drinks:  motor  fuel  taxes;  and  Federal  grants  for  operating  expenses  of  the  authority.  Transactions 
between  the  authority  and  the  District  are  presented  In  Note  8.  Complete  financial  statements  for  the  authority 
can  be  obtained  from  the  office  of  the  Controller 
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B.  BASIS  OF  PRESENTATION 

The  District  uses  funds  and  account  groups  to  report  on  its  financial  position  and  the  results  of  its  opera- 
tions Fund  accounting  is  designed  to  demonstrate  legal  compliance  and  to  aid  financial  management 
by  segregating  transactions  related  to  certain  District  functions  or  activities. 

A  fund  is  a  separate  entity  with  a  self-balancing  set  of  accounts  An  account  group,  on  the  other  hand, 
is  a  financial  reporting  device  designed  to  provide  accountability  for  certain  assets  and  liabilities  that  are 
not  recorded  in  governmental  funds  because  they  are  not  current  financial  resources  and  liabilities. 

Funds  are  classified  into  three  categories:  governmental,  proprietary  and  fiduciary.  Each  category,  in  turn, 
is  divided  into  separate  "fund  types." 

Governmental  funds  are  used  to  account  for  all  of  the  District's  general  activities.  The  General  Fund  is 
used  to  account  for  all  activities  of  the  general  government  not  accounted  for  in  some  other  fund,  includ- 
ing the  collection  and  disbursement  of  earmarked  monies  and  the  servicing  of  general  long  term  debt. 
The  Capital  Projects  Fund  is  used  to  account  for  the  purchase  of  fixed  assets  financed  by  capital  grants 
or  general  long  term  debt  and  for  the  construction  of  fixed  assets,  other  than  those  financed  by  the  Water 
and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund 

Proprietary  funds  are  used  to  account  for  activities  similar  to  those  found  in  the  private  sector,  where  the 
determination  of  net  income  is  necessary  or  useful  to  sound  financial  administration  Enterprise  funds 
provide  goods  or  services  from  such  activities  to  outside  parties. 

Fiduciary  funds  are  used  to  account  for  assets  held  on  behalf  of  outside  parties,  including  other  govern- 
ments or  on  behalf  of  other  funds  within  the  District  When  these  assets  are  held  under  the  terms  of  a 
formal  trust  agreement,  either  a  pension  trust  fund  or  an  expendable  trust  fund  is  used.  The  term  "expend- 
able" refers  to  the  fact  that  the  District  is  not  under  an  obligation  to  maintain  the  trust  principal.  Agency 
funds  generally  are  used  to  account  for  assets  that  the  District  holds  on  behalf  of  others  as  their  agent. 

C.  BASIS  OF  ACCOUNTING 

The  accounting  and  financial  reporting  treatment  applied  to  a  fund  is  determined  by  its  measurement 
focus.  All  governmental  funds  and  expendable  trust  funds  are  accounted  for  using  a  current  financial 
resources  measurement  focus.  With  this  measurement  focus,  only  current  assets  and  current  liabilities 
generally  are  included  on  the  balance  sheet  Operating  statements  of  these  funds  present  increases 
(revenues  and  other  financing  sources)  and  decreases  (expenditures  and  other  financing  uses)  in  net 
current  assets 

All  proprietary  funds  and  pension  trust  funds  are  accounted  for  on  a  flow  of  economic  resources  mea- 
surement focus.  With  this  measurement  focus,  all  assets  and  all  liabilities  associated  with  the  operation 
of  these  funds  are  included  on  the  balance  sheet.  Fund  equity  (net  total  assets)  is  segregated  into  con- 
tributed capital  and  retained  earnings  components  Operating  statements  of  these  funds  present  Increases 
(revenues)  and  decreases  (expenses)  in  net  total  assets. 

The  modified  accrual  basis  of  accounting  is  used  by  all  governmental  fund  types,  expendable  trust  funds 
and  agency  funds  Under  the  modified  accrual  basis  of  accounting,  revenues  are  recognized  when  sus- 
ceptible to  accrual  (that  is,  when  they  become  both  measurable  and  available).  "Measurable"  means 
the  amount  of  the  transaction  can  be  determined  and  "available"  means  collectible  within  the  current 
period  or  soon  enough  thereafter  to  be  used  to  pay  liabilities  of  the  current  period.  The  District  considers 
properly  taxes  as  available  if  they  are  collected  within  60  days  after  year  end.  A  one  year  availability  period 
is  used  for  revenue  recognition  for  all  other  governmental  fund  revenues.  Expenditures  are  recorded  when 
the  related  fund  liability  is  incurred.  Principal  on  general  long  term  debt  is  recorded  as  a  fund  liability 
when  due  Interest  on  general  long  term  debt  is  recorded  as  a  fund  liability  when  the  amount  has  been 
incurred  through  the  passage  of  time. 

Those  revenues  susceptible  to  accrual  are  property  taxes,  sales  and  use  taxes,  income  and  franchise 
taxes,  gross  receipts  taxes  and  interest  revenue.  Property  taxes  are  recognized  as  revenue  in  the  tax  year 
for  which  they  are  levied,  provided  they  are  available.  Sales  and  use  taxes  are  recognized  as  revenue 
when  the  sales  or  use  take  place.  Income,  franchise  and  gross  receipts  taxes  are  recognized  as  revenue 
when  the  income  is  earned  by  the  taxpayer.  Interest  is  recognized  as  revenue  through  the  passage  of 
time. 

Licenses  and  permits,  fines  and  forfeits,  charges  for  services,  and  other  taxes  are  not  susceptible  to  accrual 
because  generally  they  are  not  measurable  until  received  in  cash. 

The  accrual  basis  of  accounting  Is  utilized  by  proprietary  fund  types  and  pension  trust  funds.  Under  this 
method,  revenues  are  recorded  when  earned  and  expenses  are  recorded  at  the  time  liabilities  are 
Incurred. 
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The  District  reports  deferred  revenue  in  the  accompanying  balance  sheet.  Deferred  revenue  arises  when  a 
potential  revenue  does  not  meet  both  the  "measurable"  and  "available"  criteria  for  recognition  in  the 
current  period.  Deferred  revenue  also  arises  when  resources  are  received  by  the  District  before  it  has 
a  legal  claim  to  them,  as  when  grant  monies  are  received  prior  to  the  Incurrence  of  qualifying  expen- 
ditures. In  subsequent  periods,  when  both  revenue  recognition  criteria  are  met,  or  when  the  District  has 
a  legal  claim  to  the  resources,  the  liability  for  deferred  revenue  is  removed  from  the  balance  sheet  and 
revenue  Is  recognized. 

Real  property  taxes  are  levied  as  of  October  1  on  property  values  assessed  as  of  the  preceding  Janu- 
ary 1.  The  tax  levy  is  due  and  collectible  In  two  equal  installments  on  March  31  and  September  15.  On 
these  dates,  the  bill  becomes  delinquent  and  penalties  and  interest  may  be  assessed  by  the  District.  Real 
property  taxes  attach  as  an  enforceable  lien  on  property  as  of  October  1  of  the  year  after  levy. 

D.  BASIS  OF  BUDGETING 

About  February  1  of  each  year,  the  Mayor  submits  to  the  Council  a  semi-gross  budget  of  the  General  Fund 
for  the  fiscal  year  commencing  the  following  October  1.  The  Council  holds  public  hearings  and  adopts 
a  net  budget  through  passage  of  a  budget  request  act.  The  Council  may  not  adopt  any  budget  in  which 
expenditures  and  other  financing  uses  exceed  revenues  and  other  financing  sources.  A  project-length 
financial  plan  is  adopted  for  the  Capital  Projects  Fund.  About  April  1  of  each  year,  the  Mayor  approves 
the  adopted  budget  and  forwards  it  to  the  President  of  the  United  States  for  review.  The  Mayor  may  not 
forward  any  budget  which  is  not  balanced. 

About  April  15  of  each  year,  the  President  submits  the  reviewed  budget  to  Congress  which  conducts  public 
hearings  and  enacts  the  budget  and  the  authorized  Federal  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  through  passage 
of  an  appropriation  law.  The  annual  appropriated  budget  is  enacted  on  a  basis  that  Is  not  consistent  with 
generally  accepted  accounting  principles  (GAAP)  because  of  entity  differences  that  result  from  excluding 
expenditures  financed  by  internal  charges  for  services,  private  gifts  and  intergovernmental  grants  from 
the  appropriation.  All  annual  appropriations  lapse  at  year  end. 

Any  revision  that  alters  the  total  expenditures  of  any  function  must  be  approved  by  Congress.  The  appro- 
priated budget  amounts  in  the  budgetary  statement  (Exhibit  3)  include  a  supplemental  appropriation  law 
enacted  by  Congress  for  the  fiscal  year.  Appropriated  actual  expenditures  and  uses  may  not  legally  exceed 
appropriated  budget  expenditures  and  uses  at  the  function  level.  An  unfavorable  variance  in  the  budgetary 
statement  for  an  expenditure  or  other  financing  use  Is  a  violation  of  the  Anti-Deficiency  Act  (31  U.S.C.  1341). 

Appropriated  budget  amounts  may  not  be  transferred  between  organizational  units  or  between  object 
categories  within  the  same  organizational  unit  except  In  accordance  with  the  Reprogramming  Policy  Act 
(DC  Code  47-361)  The  appropriated  budget  amounts  in  the  budgetary  statement  include  all  reprogram- 
mings  approved  during  the  fiscal  year. 

Encumbrances  represent  commitments  related  to  unperformed  contracts  for  goods  or  services.  Purchase 
orders  and  contracts  are  recorded  to  reserve  that  portion  of  the  applicable  appropriation  In  the  govern- 
mental funds.  Encumbrances  lapse  at  year  end  in  the  General  Fund  but  not  in  the  Capital  Projects  Fund. 
Encumbrances  outstanding  at  year  end  in  the  Capital  Projects  Fund  do  not  constitute  expenditures  or 
liabilities  because  the  commitments  will  be  honored  during  the  subsequent  year.  The  fund  balance  is 
"reserved  for  encumbrances"  to  indicate  the  portion  that  is  available  for  expenditure  upon  vendor 
performance. 

E.  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

Cash  from  all  funds  Is  combined  unless  prohibited  by  law.  The  cash  management  pool  Is  considered  to 
be  cash  because  it  is  used  as  a  demand  deposit  account  by  each  fund. 

Any  cash  which  is  not  needed  lor  immediate  disbursement  is  used  to  purchase  Investments.  The  law 
(DC.  Code  47-341)  authorizes  the  District  to  invest  directly  or  through  repurchase  agreements  In  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  or  its  agencies  which  are  backed  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment. Such  investments  are  considered  to  be  the  equivalents  of  cash  because  they  are  readily  con- 
vertible Into  cash  and  may  be  held  for  not  more  than  91  days  after  purchase.  The  Pension  Trust  Funds 
and  the  Deferred  Compensation  Agency  Fund  are  authorized  to  invest  in  fixed  Income  or  equity  securities 
and  other  types  of  investments. 

Investments  are  stated  at  cost,  except  for  Investments  In  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  and  the  Deferred  Com- 
pensation Agency  Fund  which  are  stated  at  market  value. 
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F.  RECEIVABLES  AND  PAYABLES 

Taxes  receivable  are  taxes  levied  by  the  District  and  Interest  and  penalties  on  delinquent  taxes  which 
have  not  been  collected,  canceled  or  abated,  less  the  portion  of  the  receivables  estimated  not  to  be  collectible. 
Accounts  receivable/payable  are  amounts  ovi/ed  by/to  customers  or  vendors  for  goods  and  services  sold 
or  purchased.  Intergovernmental  receivables/payables  are  amounts  owed  byAo  other  governments,  except 
for  goods  and  services.  Intragovernmental  receivables/payables  or  transfers  in/out  are  amounts  owed  or 
conveyed  between  the  primary  government  and  its  component  units.  Interfund  receivables/payables  or 
transfers  in/out  are  amounts  owed  or  conveyed  between  funds  in  the  primary  government.  Amounts  due 
within  one  year  are  classified  as  current  receivables/payables  in  the  balance  sheet.  Amounts  due  after 
one  year  are  classified  as  long  term  receivables/payables.  The  fund  balance  is  "reserved  for  long  term 
assets"  to  indicate  the  portion  that  is  not  available  for  expenditure  within  one  year. 

G.  INVENTORIES 

Inventories  of  supplies  on  hand  at  year  end  are  stated  at  cost  (using  the  weighted  average  method).  Sup- 
plies are  recorded  as  expenditures/expenses  when  they  are  consumed  or  sold  and  not  when  they  are 
purchased. 

H.   PREPAID  AND  DEFERRED  CHARGES 

Payments  in  advance  of  the  receipt  of  services  are  capitalized  as  prepaid  charges  at  the  time  of  prepay- 
ment and  recognized  as  expenditures/expenses  when  the  related  services  are  received. 

In  governmental  fund  types,  bond  discounts  and  issuance  costs  are  recognized  in  the  current  period  as 
interest  and  fiscal  charges,  respectively.  In  proprietary  fund  types,  bond  discounts  and  issuance  costs 
are  capitalized  as  deterred  charges  and  amortized  as  fiscal  charges  over  the  term  of  the  bonds. 

Refunding  charges  include  bond  discounts,  issuance  costs  and  payments  to  escrow  agents,  less  payments 
to  escrow  agents  made  from  resources  other  than  proceeds  of  refunding  bonds,  and  less  the  face  amounts 
of  the  refunded  bonds.  Refunding  charges  are  recognized  in  the  period  of  refunding. 

I.  FIXED  ASSETS 

General  fixed  assets  are  not  capitalized  in  the  General  Fund  or  the  Capital  Projects  Fund.  Instead,  capital 
outlays  are  reflected  as  expenditures  in  those  funds  and  the  related  assets  are  reported  in  the  General 
Fixed  Assets  Account  Group.  Proprietary  fixed  assets  are  capitalized  in  the  funds  which  utilize  the  assets. 
All  purchased  fixed  assets  are  stated  at  cost  where  historical  records  are  available  and  at  an  esti- 
mated historical  cost  where  no  historical  records  exist.  Donated  fixed  assets  are  stated  at  their  estimated 
fair  market  value  on  the  date  received. 

The  costs  of  maintenance  and  repairs  that  do  not  add  to  the  value  of  assets  or  materially  extend  asset 
lives  are  not  capitalized.  Betterments  are  capitalized  and  depreciated  over  the  remaining  useful  lives  of 
the  related  fixed  assets. 

Public  domain  (infrastructure)  improvements,  such  as  bridges,  curbs,  gutters,  lights,  sidewalks,  streets, 
and  similar  assets,  that  are  immovable  and  of  value  only  to  the  District,  are  capitalized. 

Depreciation  of  general  fixed  assets  is  accumulated  in  the  General  Fixed  Assets  Account  Group  and  no 
expenditure  is  reported  for  this  amount  in  the  General  Fund  Depreciation  of  proprietary  fixed  assets  Is 
reported  as  an  operating  expense  in  the  funds  which  utilize  the  assets  Depreciation  on  proprietary  fixed 
assets  acquired  through  capital  grants  is  closed  to  Contributed  Capital  and  reported  in  the  operating  statements 
as  an  adjustment  of  net  income  (loss) 

Depreciation  is  computed  using  the  straight  line  method  over  the  useful  lives  of  the  fixed  assets  which 
are  estimated  as  follows. 

Improvements 30  years 

Utility  plant 60  years 

Buildings 30-50  years 

Equipment   3-15  years 

Transit  system  investment 33  years 

Interest  is  capitalized  on  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund  assets  constructed  with  tax-exempt  debt.  The 
amount  of  interest  to  be  capitalized  is  calculated  by  offsetting  interest  expense  incurred  from  the  date 
of  the  borrowing  until  completion  of  the  project  with  interest  earned  on  Invested  proceeds  over  the  same 
period. 
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J.  RESTRICTED  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES 

All  assets  of  fiduciary  funds  are  restricted  as  to  use  by  legal  or  contractual  requirements.  Any  excess  of 
restricted  assets  over  liabilities  payable  from  restricted  assets  is  reported  as  "reserved  for  net  restricted 
assets"  to  indicate  the  portion  of  the  fund  balance  that  is  available  for  trust  purposes  only. 

K.  COMPENSATED  ABSENCES 

Accumulated  annual  (vacation)  leave  of  governmental  funds  that  is  expected  to  be  liquidated  with  current 
financial  resources  is  reported  as  an  expenditure  and  liability  of  the  General  Fund.  Accumulated  annual 
leave  that  is  not  expected  to  be  liquidated  with  current  financial  resources  is  reported  in  the  General 
Long  Term  Liabilities  Account  Group.  Accumulated  annual  leave  of  proprietary  funds  is  recorded  as  an 
expense  and  liability  of  those  funds  as  the  benefits  accrue  to  employees. 

No  liability  is  recorded  tor  nonvesting  accumulating  rights  to  receive  sick  pay  benefits  Unused  sick  leave 
is  credited  at  the  rate  of  22  days  equal  one  month  of  service  at  the  time  of  retirement  and  is  added  to 
years  of  service  in  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  System  and  in  the  District  Retirement  Program. 

L.   LONG  TERM  LIABILITIES 

Long  term  debt  payable  by  the  General  Fund  is  recognized  as  a  fund  liability  when  due.  For  other  general 
long  term  liabilities,  only  that  portion  expected  to  be  financed  from  current  financial  resources  is 
reported  as  a  liability  of  the  General  Fund.  The  remaining  portion  of  such  debt  and  liabilities  is  reported 
in  the  General  Long  Term  Liabilities  Account  Group  and  no  expenditure  for  this  amount  is  reported  in 
the  General  Fund.  Long  term  liabilities  expected  to  be  financed  from  proprietary  or  fiduciary  fund  opera- 
tions are  accounted  for  in  those  funds. 

Under  the  District  of  Columbia  Self-Government  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act.  no  long  term 
general  obligation  debt  (other  than  refunding  debt)  may  be  issued  during  any  fiscal  year  in  an  amount 
which  would  cause  the  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  paid  in  any  fiscal  year  on  all  long  term 
general  obligation  debt  to  exceed  14%  of  the  revenues  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  debt  is  issued. 

Capital  appreciation  bonds  are  issued  with  a  stated  interest  rate  of  zero  percent.  The  interest  is  not  paid 
until  the  bonds  mature.  To  provide  full  disclosure,  the  interest  is  accreted  over  the  lives  of  the  bonds  in 
the  General  Long  Term  Liabilities  Account  Group. 

The  District  has  issued  private  activity  bonds  whose  principal  and  interest  are  payable  solely  from 
defined  revenues  of  private  entities.  The  amount  of  these  no-commitment  bonds  is  not  included  in  the 
accompanying  financial  statements. 

Each  intergovernmental  note  issued  to  the  Federal  government  contains  a  call  provision  which  grants  the 
District  the  right  to  redeem  the  note  before  its  scheduled  maturity  date  without  a  premium.  Each  general 
obligation  bond  issued  to  the  public  contains  a  defeasance  provision  which  allows  the  District  to  legally 
satisfy  the  debt  and  obtain  a  release  without  retiring  the  bond. 

M.   REFUNDING  OF  DEBT 

During  1993,  the  District  issued  $1,196,470  in  general  obligation  refunding  bonds  which,  plus  $18,167  in 
cash,  were  used  to  pay  bond  discounts  of  $11,344,  issuance  costs  of  $16,791  and  current  interest  of  $6,076; 
to  call  and  redeem  intergovernmental  notes  payable  of  $135,961;  and  to  legally  defease  general  obliga- 
tion bonds  payable  of  $909,540  by  purchasing  $1,044,485  of  United  States  government  securities.  Those 
securities  were  deposited  in  an  irrevocable  trust  with  an  escrow  agent  to  provide  for  all  future  debt  ser- 
vice payments  on  the  refunded  bonds  which  are  no  longer  considered  outstanding  and  unpaid.  Although 
the  refunding  resulted  in  an  increase  in  long  term  debt  of  $150,969,  the  District  reduced  its  total  debt  ser- 
vice requirements  by  $66,521  over  the  next  14  years  and  obtained  an  economic  gain  (difference  between 
the  present  values  of  the  old  and  new  debt  service  requirements)  of  $38,656.  The  effective  interest  rate 
for  the  refunding  bonds  was  5.70%. 

N.  ACCOUNTING  CHANGES 

In  1993,  the  District  adopted  Statement  No.  14  of  the  Governmental  Accounting  Standards  Board  which 
requires  the  financial  data  of  discretely  presented  component  units  to  be  reported  separately  from  the 
financial  data  of  the  primary  government  and  certain  other  disclosures.  The  real  property  tax  year  was 
changed  from  a  12-month  period  ending  June  30  to  a  12-month  period  ending  September  30.  The  effect 
of  changing  the  real  property  tax  year  increased  real  property  tax  revenue  by  $172,863  in  1993.  Certain 
1992  amounts  have  been  reclassified  to  conform  with  the  1993  presentation. 
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NOTE  2.  CASH  AND  INVESTMENTS 

A.  CASH 

At  year  end,  the  carrying  amount  of  the  financial  reporting  entity's  deposits  was  $1 ,721  and  the  bank  balance 
was  $85,677.  As  required  by  law,  the  bank  balance  was  entirely  insured  or  collateralized  with  securities 
held  by  the  District  or  by  its  agent  in  the  District's  name. 

B.  INVESTMENTS 

The  financial  reporting  entity's  investments  are  categorized  as  either  (1)  Insured  or  registered  or  securities 
held  by  the  District  or  its  agent  in  the  District's  name  or  (2)  uninsured  and  unregistered,  with  securities 
held  by  the  counterparty's  trust  department  or  agent  in  the  District's  name.  Investments  by  type  and 
category  at  September  30,  1993  follow. 


I 


Investment  Type 

U.S.  Government  securities 

Repurchase  agreements 

Subtotal   

Pension  mutual  funds 

Deferred  compensation  mutual  funds 

Total  Investments 

NOTE  3.  INTERNAL  RECEIVABLES  AND  PAYABLES 

Internal  receivable  and  payable  balances  for  each  individual  fund  at  September  30,  1993  follow. 


Cate 

lory 

Carrying 
Amount 

Market 

1 

2 

Value 

$190,026 

108.784 

298.810 

300,003 

423.341 

— 

423.341 

423,521 

613,367 

108,784 

722,151 

723,524 

— 

— 

2,652,241 

2,652,241 

— 

— 

150,543 

150,543 

$     - 

— 

3,524,935 

3,526,308 

Fund 

Governmental: 

General 

Trust: 

Unemployment  compensation 

Pension 

Component  units: 

General  hospital 

Housing  finance 

Total 

NOTE  4.  FIXED  ASSETS 


Intragovernmental 


Interfund 


Receivables      Payablea      Recetvablea      Payable* 


$68,591 


$68,591 


58.000 
10.591 
68,591 


1.112 

3.558 
70.901 


75.571 


74,459 
1,112 

75,571 


A.  GENERAL  FIXED  ASSETS  BY  CLASS 

A  summary  of  changes  in  general  fixed  assets  and  resources  invested  follows. 

Balance 
October  1,  Transfers/ 
Asset  Class 1992  Acquisitions  Dispositions 

Land  $    257.214  —  (43.001) 

Improvements 1 ,580.735  —  82.529 

Buildings 2.154,250  —  213,374 

Equipment 292.900  26.525  3.412 

Construction  in  progress 146.838  276.859  (362.372) 

Transit  system  investment  509.072  —  50.875 

,   Total 4,941,009  303,384  (55,183) 

Less-accumulated  depreciation 1.740.340  136.528  (5,635) 

Net  general  fixed  assets $3,200,669  166,856  (49,548) 

Governmental $2,322,91 1  154,683  (50,697) 

Intergovernmental 877,758  12,173  1,149 

Total  resources  Invested $3,200,669  166,856  (49.548) 


Balance 

September  30, 

1993 

214.213 
1.663.264 
2.367.624 

322.837 
61.325 

559.947 
5,189,210 
1.871.233 
3,317,977 

2.426,897 

891.080 

3.317,977 
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B.  GENERAL  FIXED  ASSETS  BY  FUNCTION 

A  summary  of  changes  in  general  fixed  assets  by  function  follows. 

Balance  ~                    Balance 
October  1,  TVansfere/      September  30, 
Function 1992        Acquisitions    DIaposltlons 1993 

Governmental  direction  and  support $      30,773            1 .934  294                 33,001 

Economic  development  and  regulation 682,373           2,062  19,720               704,155 

Public  safety  and  justice  563,568            7,788  48,291                619,647 

Public  education  system 758,635           9.547  (9,421)              758,761 

Human  support  services  335,452            1,960  35,783               373,195 

Public  works 1.914.298            3,234  161,647             2,079,179 

Construction  in  progress  146,838        276,859  (362,372)                61,325 

Transit  system  investment   509,072            —  50,875                559,947 

Total $4,941,009        303,3S4  (55,183)            5,189,210 

Acquisitions  consist  of  expenditures  from  ttie  General  Fund  ($34306)  and  from  tfie  Capita)  Projects  Fund  ($268578). 
When  a  project  is  completed,  costs  in  the  construction  in  progress  account  are  transferred  to  one  or  more 
of  the  other  asset  classes  or  are  removed. 


C.  OTHER  FIXED  ASSETS 

A  summary  of  changes  in  other  than  general  fixed  assets  and  contributed  capital  follows. 

Balance 
October  1,  Transfers/ 
Asset  Class 1992  Acquisitions  Dispositions 

Land $      37,817  —  — 

Utility  plant   864,913  —  8,122 

Buildings 318,647  21 1  7,879 

Equipment 136,274  5,724  (4,151) 

Construction  in  progress 87,893  46.239  (17,486) 

Total              1,445.544  52,174  (5,636) 

Less-accumulated  depreciation 438,205  37,822  (6,305) 

Net  other  fixed  asseu $1,007,339  14,352  669 

Governmental   $    490,629  9,359  (5,327) 

Intergovernmental     196,241  16,730  (3,293) 

Total  contributed  capital $    686,870  26,089  (8,620) 

Acquisitions  consist  of  expenditures  from  proprietary  funds  ($42,275),  component  units  ($1,291) 
Fund  ($7,109)  and  interest  capitalized  ($1,499)  for  construction  in  progress. 

D.  CONSTRUCTION  IN  PROGRESS 

A  summary  of  construction  in  progress  at  September  30.  1993  by  function  follows. 

Number  of  Autho-  Expen- 
Function Projects rlzatlons dltures 

Governmental  direction  and  support   6  $  43,138  7,018 

Economic  development  and  regulation   1  15,300  3.549 

Public  safety  and  justice 40  98,314  13,484 

Public  education  system 6  13,484  1,250 

Human  support  services 9  34,294  13,857 

Public  works 25  98,321  22,167 

Total  general 87  $302,851  61,325 

Water  and  sewer 14    "  $308,755  108,565 

Convention  center 2  2,356  999 

Total  proprietary 16  $311,111  109,564 

University 6  $  52,223  7,082 

Total  component  unite 6  $  52,223  7,082 


Balar>ce 

September  30, 

1993 


37,817 
873,035 
326,737 
137,847 
116,646 

1,492,082 
469,722 

1,022,360 

494,661 
209,678 
704,339 

Capital  Projects 


Unexpended 
Balances 


36,120 
11,751 
84,830 
12,234 
20,437 
76,154 
241,526 

200,190 

1.357 

201,547 

45.141 
45,141 
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NOTE  5.  LONG  TERM  LIABILITIES 

A.  LONG  TERM  DEBT 

Long  term  debt  of  the  primary  government  at  year  end  was  comprised  of  124  original  30-year  serial  inter- 
govemmental  notes  payable  to  the  Federal  government,  with  interest  rates  from  187%  to  637%;  and  11  original 
($1,052330).  13  refunding  ($2,112,562)  and  2  funding  ($290335)  issues  of  5  to  20  year  serialAerm  general 
obligation  bonds  payable  to  the  public,  with  interest  rates  from  a00%  to  950%  These  bonds  are  secured 
by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  District  and  by  deposits  with  banks  of  a  special  real  property  tax  for  payment 
of  bond  principal  and  interest.  At  year  end,  the  cash  and  investments  with  fiscal  agents  were  $3i53,24l 

A  summary  of  changes  in  long  term  debt  follows. 

Enterprise  General 

Notes Bonds Notes Bonds Total 

Debt  payable  at  October  1, 1992  $25,097  288,645  233,920  2,792,127  3,339,789 

Bond  proceeds: 

Series  1993A  (refunding) —  57,764  —  307,346  365,1 10 

Series  1993B  (refunding) —  37,663  —  447,617  485,280 

Series  1993C  (refunding) —  31,486  —  169,609  201,095 

Series  1993D  (refunding) —  6.235  —  138,750  144,985 

Series  1993E  (improving) —  8,691  —  222,909  231 ,600 

Total 25,097  430,484  233,920  4,078,358  4,767,859 

Debt  payments: 

Principal  matured 2,443  13,080  21,780  129,895  167,198 

Principal  refunded 5,846  109,917  130,115  799,623  1,045,501 

Debt  payable  September  30, 1993  16,808  307,487  82,025  3,148,840  3,555,160 

Less-current  maturities 1,876  13,341  —  —  15,217 

Long  term  debt $  14,932  294,146  82,025  3,148,840  3,539,943 

A  summary  of  principal  and  Interest  requirements  to  maturity  of  long  term  debt  payable  follows. 

Enterprise  General 

Year  Ending  September  30 Principal         Interest  Principal         Interest Total 

1994 $15,217            20,269            148,924           194,933  379,343 

1995 18,112            18,787            175,969           181,854  394,722 

1996 18,963            17,603            187,107           170,948  394,621 

1997 20,920            16,275            198,462           158,754  394,41 1 

1998. 21.386            15,037            210,238           147.080  393,741 

1999-2003   114,754            53,993  1,165,723          584,781  1,919.251 

2004-2008 94.322            19.747             859.552           223.725  1 ,197.346 

2009-2014 20,621               2,747             284,890             40,972  349,230 

Total $324,295          164,458  3,230,865        1,703,047  5,422,665 

B.  OTHER  LONG  TERM  LIABILITIES 

A  summary  of  changes  in  other  long  term  liabilities  follows. 

Balance  Balance 
October  1,                                                 September  30, 
Account 1992 Additions       Deductions  1993 

Enterprise: 

Contracts $     25,126  -  1.042  24,084 

Miscellaneous 17,044  10,586  1 ,758  25  872 

^     Total  $     42,170  10,586  2,800  49,956 

General: 

Accrued  pension  cost $3,071,150  140,588  —  3,211,738 

Accrued  disability  compensation  324,961  146,837  —  471,798 

Accumulated  annual  leave 55,177  7,807  —  62  984 

Accreted  interest 12.653  2!776  -  15!429 

Capita)  leases  payable 71,965  85,886  73,294  84,557 

Miscellaneous 892  —  499  393 

■"»•■'                                     $3,536,798  383.894  73.793  3.846.899 
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7,868 

8.272 

87.490 

294,556 

1.106 

2,487 

1.777 

22.719 

(479) 

(14.208) 

66.231 

85,378 

— 

49 

505 

(35,487) 

(1.847) 

13.250 

(66,875) 

(55,472) 

(2.326) 

(909) 

(139) 

(5,581) 

18.365 

100.316 

36.830 

1,080,887 

4.334 

(1,253) 

78 

92,376 

— 

— 

25,872 

359.034 

15,715 

94.585 

— 

493.571 

707 

3.125 

2,434 

140.888 

— 

606 

— 

14.043 

311 

2,064 

633 

43.872 

— 

53 

8 

61 

C.  POSTEMPLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

The  cost  of  providing  postretirement  health  care  and  lite  insurance  tor  employees  hired  betore  October  1 , 
1987  is  borne  by  the  Federal  government  and  the  District  has  no  liability  for  this  cost.  Employees  hired  after 
September  30,  1987  who  subsequently  retire  may  be  eligible  to  continue  their  health  care  benefit  plan  (D.C. 
Code  1-622)  and  to  convert  their  group  life  insurance  to  individual  life  insurance  (D.C.  Code  1-623).  No 
liability  for  the  District's  portion  of  the  cost  of  postretirement  benefits  is  recorded  and  the  cost  is  recognized 
as  an  expenditure  when  the  premiums  are  incurred.  During  the  year,  no  expenditures  were  recognized  because 
there  were  no  covered  retirees.  At  September  30,  1993.  there  were  11,314  active  employees  potentially  eligi- 
ble tor  postretirement  health  care  and  life  Insurance  benefits. 

NOTE  6.  ENTERPRISE  FUNDS 

The  District  maintains  four  enterprise  funds  which  sell  services  to  the  public  on  a  continuing  basis.  Financial 
segment  information  as  of  and  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  1993  was  as  follows. 

Water  and                                Convention          Lottery 
Sewer Starplex Center  and  Games Total 

Operating  revenues $190,926 

Depreciation  expense  17,349 

Operating  income  (loss) 33,834 

Nonop  revenues  (expenses)  (36,041) 

Interfund  transfers  in  (out) ...  — 

Net  income  (loss) (2,207) 

Total  assets 925,376 

Working  capital  (deficit) 89,21 7 

Long  term  liabilities 333,162 

Contributed  capital 383,271 

Retained  earnings 134.622 

Capital  contributions 13,437 

Fixed  asset  acquisitions  ....  40,864 

Fixed  asset  dispositions  ...  — 

NOTE  7.  TRUST  AND  AGENCY  FUNDS 

A.  DISABILITY  COMPENSATION 

The  District  sponsors  the  Disability  Compensation  System  which  is  administered  by  the  Office  of  Disability 
Compensation  in  the  Department  of  Employment  Services  and  is  accounted  for  as  a  separate  Disability 
Compensation  Trust  Fund.  The  fund  pays  benefits  for  accidental  disability  or  death  of  District  employees 
resulting  from  personal  injury  while  in  the  performance  of  their  duties.  Administrative  costs  of  the  system 
are  paid  by  the  General  Fund.  The  fund  Is  financed  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis.  The  present  value  of  pro- 
jected disability  compensation  accrued  in  the  General  Long  Term  Liabilities  Account  Group  was  $471,798 
at  September  30.  1993 

B.  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

The  District  sponsors  the  Unemployment  Compensation  System  which  is  administered  by  the  Office  of 
Unemployment  Compensation  In  the  Department  of  Employment  Services  and  is  accounted  for  as  a  separate 
Unemployment  Compensation  Trust  Fund  The  fund  pays  benefits  to  unemployed  former  employees  of  the 
District  and  Federal  governments  and  private  employers  carrying  on  employment  In  the  District.  The  District 
and  Federal  governments  reimburse  the  fund  for  benefits  paid  by  It  to  their  respective  unemployed  former 
employees.  Private  employers  contribute  to  the  fund  at  statutory  rates.  Administrative  costs  of  the  system 
are  paid  by  the  General  Fund  and  reimbursed  by  a  Federal  grant.  The  fund  had  a  total  fund  balance  of  $20,348 
at  September  30.  1993. 

C.  WORKERS'  COMPENSATION 

The  District  sponsors  the  Workers'  Compensation  System  which  is  administered  by  the  Office  of  Workers' 
Compensation  in  the  Department  of  Employment  Services  and  is  accounted  for  in  the  General  Fund.  The 
fund  makes  payments  in  certain  circumstances  for  accidental  disability  or  death  of  employees  of  private 
employers  in  the  District  resulting  from  personal  injury  while  In  the  performance  of  their  duties.  Operating 
costs  of  the  system  are  assessed  annually  among  insurance  companies  and  self-Insuring  employers.  The 
costs  were  $8,085  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  1993. 
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D-  DEFINED  BENEFIT  PENSION  PLANS 
Plan  Descriptions 

The  Federal  government  administers  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  System  (5  U.S.C.  8331)  which  covers  perma- 
nent lull-time  employees  hired  before  October  1,  1987  (except  those  covered  by  the  District  Retirement  Pro- 
gram) and  the  Social  Security  System  (42  U.S.C.  301)  which  covers  all  other  employees  (except  those  covered 
by  the  District  Retirement  Program). 

District  contributions  to  the  pension  plans  administered  by  the  Federal  government,  fcx  the  years  ended  September 
30, 1993  and  1992,  equaled  employee  contributions  and  were  as  follows.  The  District  has  no  further  liability 
to  these  plans. 

Plan Rate Employeei 1993 1992 

Civil  Service 7.00%  22.506         $     55.328  52,074 

Social  Security 7.65  16,411  22,919  25,692 

Total   —  38,917  $      78,247  77,766 

Total  payroll —  —  $1,684,450      1.713,804 

The  District  Retirement  Program  (DC  Code  4-601, 11-1561,  31-1201)  is  a  single  employer  defined  benefit  pen- 
sion plan  administered  by  the  Retirement  Board  and  accounted  for  as  pension  trust  funds.  Administrative 
costs  of  the  program  are  financed  by  the  funds. 

The  District  Retirement  Program  covers  tour  classes  of  employees  who  contribute  a  percentage  of  their  salary. 
The  number  of  participants  at  September  30,  1993  was  as  follows. 

Class Rate Retired Vfcsted  Nonvested Total 

Judges 3.50%  54  29  39  122 

Police  officers/Fire  fighters  . .  7.00  6.658  3.779  2.003  12.440 

Teachers 7.00  4.002  6.278  1 ,160  11 ,440 

Total  —  10,714  10,086  3,202  24,002 

Teachers  who  retire  at  age  55  with  30  years  of  service,  at  60  with  20  years,  or  at  62  with  5  years  are  entitled 
to  an  annual  annuity,  payable  monthly  for  life,  equal  to  1£%  of  their  average  salary  for  the  highest  consecutive 
3  years  for  each  year  of  service  up  to,5  years,  1.75%  for  each  year  over  5  years,  and  2%  for  each  year  over 
10  years,  up  to  a  maximum  of  80%,  excluding  credit  for  unused  sick  leave.  Somewhat  different  age  and  ser- 
vice formulas  are  established  for  judges,  police  officers  and  fire  fighters.  The  program  also  provides  death 
and  disability  benefits.  Benefits  vest  upon  reaching  5  years  of  service  and  increase  after  retirement  based 
upon  inflation.  Refunds  are  made  if  separation  occurs  before  5  years  of  service. 

Contributions  Made 

On  January  2,  1975,  when  the  District  of  Columbia  Self-Government  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act 
became  effective,  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  under  the  District  Retirement  Program  was  $1.9  billion.  The 
Retirement  Reform  Act  (DC.  Code  1-701)  authorized  the  Federal  government  to  make  25  annual  contribu- 
tions of  $52,070  to  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  from  1980  through  2004.  These  contributions  total  $1.3  billion 
and  had  a  present  value  in  1975  of  $486300.  using  a  7%  rate  of  interest.  The  present  value  of  the  future 
Federal  obligation  at  September  30, 1993  was  $417,788  The  amount  is  included  in  Intergovernmental  Receiv- 
ables in  the  balance  sheet  of  the  trust  and  agency  funds. 

The  Retirement  Reform  Act  also  provided  that,  for  each  year  before  2005,  the  District  will  pay  to  the  Pension 
Trust  Funds  a  sum  equal  to  normal  cost  (portion  of  benefits  allocated  to  a  valuation  year)  plus  interest  on 
the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  or  net  pay-as-you-go  cost  (benefit  payments  less  employee  contributions), 
whichever  is  less,  plus  annual  amortization.  An  amount  is  calculated  each  year  to  amortize  with  interest, 
over  a  10  year  period,  the  difference  t)etween  the  projected  unfunded  actuarial  liability  as  of  September  30. 
2004  and  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  at  September  30,  1979  increased  by  the  inflation  assumption  to 
September  30,  2004.  The  actual  annual  amortization  payment  may  not  exceed  30%  (10%  for  police  officers 
and  fire  fighters)  of  the  net  pay-as-you-go  cost  In  1993,  amortization  over  10  years  would  have  been  $87,100 
without  the  percentage  limitation.  Beginning  in  2005,  the  District's  annual  contribution  to  the  Pension  Trust 
Funds  will  increase  to  cover  normal  cost  plus  interest  on  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability.  If  the  balance  of 
any  fund  is  not  sufficient  to  meet  all  obligations  against  the  fund,  the  fund  has  a  claim  on  the  revenues  of 
the  District  to  the  extent  necessary  to  meet  the  obligations  (DC.  Code  1-724). 
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The  District  contributions  to  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  (or  the  years  ended  September  30, 1993  and  1992  were 
determined  under  the  Retirement  Reform  Act  on  the  entry  age  normal  actuarial  cost  method  before  October 
1  of  each  year  as  follows 

^ Component 1993  1992 

(1)  Normal  cost  plus  interest: 

Normal  cost $122,502  133,702 

Interest  on  unfunded  actuarial  liability  377,349  339,936 

Total 499,851  473,638 

(2)  Net  pay-as-you-go  cost 245,100  219,500 

(3)  Mandatory  contribution: 

Lesser  of  (1)  or  (2) 245.100  219,500 

Annual  amortization 46,200  34,500 

Subtotal 291,300  254,000 

(4)  Voluntary  contribution 981  1,003 

District  contribution  made $292,281  255,003 

Employee  contribution  made  $  36,014  35,176 

Pension  Cost 

Pension  cost  is  the  contribution  required  by  the  Pension  Trust  Funds  in  order  for  them  to  accumulate  suffi- 
cient assets  to  pay  benefits  when  due.  The  pension  cost,  for  the  years  ended  September  30,  1993  and  1992, 
based  on  the  unit  credit  actuarial  cost  method  with  amortization  over  a  25  year  period,  was  as  follows. 

Component 1993 1992 

Normal  cost $140,579  148,127 

Interest  on  unfunded  actuarial  liability  ....  248,612  241,164 

Amortization  of  unfunded  actuarial  liability  .  43,678  60,070 

Pension  cost   $432,869  449,361 

Covered  payroll $487,716       501 ,249 

Pension  cost,  less  District  contribution  made,  was  added  each  year  to  accrued  pension  cost  in  the  General 
Long  Term  Liabilities  Account  Group. 

Significant  actuarial  assumptions  used  to  determine  pension  contributions,  costs  and  obligations  were  as  follows. 

Assumption 1993 1992 

Rate  of  return  on  investments 7%  7% 

Salary  inflation  increase 5  5 

Salary  merit  increase 2  2 

Postretiremen!  benefit  increase 5  5 

Funding  Status 

The  pension  benefit  obligation  is  a  standardized  measure  of  the  present  value  of  pension  benefits,  adjusted 
for  the  effects  of  projected  salary  increases  and  any  step-rate  benefits,  estimated  to  be  payable  in  the  future 
as  a  result  of  employee  service  to  date.  The  obligation  and  the  market  value  of  the  net  assets  available  for 
benefits  were  determined  at  September  30,  1993  and  1992  as  follows. 

Component 1993 1992 

Retired  employees $4,478,633  4,189,692 

Current  employees: 

Employee  contributions  335,447  319.506 

District  financed: 

Vested 2,495,809  2,519.892 

Nonvested 100.337  101,601 

Total  pension  benefit  obligation 7,410,226  7,130,691 

Net  assets  available  for  benefits 2,992,025  2.572,082 

Unfunded  pension  benefit  obligation  $4,418,201  4,558,609 

Retired  employees  include  retirees  and  beneficiaries  currently  receiving  t>enefits  and  terminated  employees 
entitled  to  benefits  but  not  yet  receiving  them.  Employee  contributions  include  allocated  investment  earnings. 
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Trend  Information 

A  schedule  of  oension  contributions,  costs  and  obligations  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  annual  covered 
payrolls  anrt  nnt  assets  available  for  benefits  expressed  as  a  percentage  of  total  pension  benefit  obligations, 

tor  the  yeare  ended  September  30.  1993.  1992  and  1991.  follows. 

IndJMtor  1993  1992  1991 

District  contribution  made  59.9%  50.9%  43.6% 

Employee  contribution  made 7.4  /.o  /.d 

Pension  cost  °° 

Unfunded  pension  benefit  obligation 905.9  909.4  872.3 

Net  assets  available  for  benefits 40.4  36.1  34.2 

Historical  trend  information,  designed  to  show  progress  made  in  accumulating  sufficient  assets  to  pay  benefits 
when  due.  is  presented  in  the  financial  statements  issued  by  the  Pension  Trust  Punds. 

E.  DEFINED  CONTRIBUTION  PENSION  PLAN 

The  District  sponsors  a  defined  contribution  pension  plan  (D.C.  Code  1-627)  with  a  qualified  trust  under  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  section  401  for  permanent  full-time  employees  covered  by  the  Social  Security  System. 
The  District  contributes  7%  of  base  salaries  each  quarter.  Employees  do  not  contribute  to  the  plan  and  are 
eligible  to  participate  after  1  year  of  service.  Contributions  made  for  the  year  ended  September  30,  1993  of 
$14^372  were  7%  of  the  covered  payroll  of  $205,313.  Contributions  and  earnings  vest  fully  after  4  years  of 
service  following  a  1  year  waiting  period.  Contributions  are  reduced  if  separation  occurs  before  5  years  of 
credited  service.  Contributions  are  not  assets  of  the  District  which  has  no  further  liability  to  this  plan. 

F.  DEFERRED  COMPENSATION  PLANS 

The  District  sponsors  a  deferred  compensation  plan  (DC  Code  47-3601)  which  is  administered  by  indepen- 
dent contractors  under  Internal  Revenue  Code  section  457  and  is  accounted  for  as  a  separate  Deferred  Com- 
pensation Agency  Fund.  Employees,  other  than  teachers,  may  defer  up  to  25%  of  the  first  $30,000  of  their 
annual  compensation.  Compensation  deferred  and  income  earned  are  taxable  when  paid  or  made  available 
to  the  participant  or  beneficiary  upon  retirement,  death,  termination  or  unforeseeable  emergency.  The  plan 
assets  are  the  property  of  the  District  and  are  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  District's  general  creditors.  The 
District  IS  liable  to  a  participant  only  for  income  lost  because  of  its  failure  to  invest  a  deferred  amount  as 
directed  by  the  participant  The  market  value  of  the  plan  assets  at  September  30.  1993  of  $150,551  is 
included  in  Cash  and  Investments  and  in  Other  Current  Liabilities  in  the  balance  sheet  of  the  trust  and 
agency  funds 

The  District  sponsors  an  annuity  purchase  plan  (D.C.  Code  31-1252)  with  insurance  companies  and  other 
issuers  under  Internal  Revenue  Code  section  403  for  public  school  teachers  covered  by  the  District  Retire- 
ment Program  Employees  may  defer  up  to  $9,500  of  their  annual  compensation.  The  District  does  not  con- 
tribute to  the  plan.  Contributions  vest  immediately  and  are  not  assets  of  the  District  which  has  no  liability 
to  this  plan 

NOTE  8.  AFFILIATED  ORGANIZATIONS 

A.  COMPONENT  UNITS 

The  financial  reporting  entity  includes  three  component  units  which  sell  services  to  the  public  on  a  con- 
tinuing basis.  Condensed  balance  sheets  of  the  component  units  at  September  30,  1993  follow. 

General           Housing 
Account Hospital Finance University Total 

Current  assets $  21 ,378  264,226  37,841  323.445 

Long  term  assets —  220.880  —  220,880 

Fixed  assets,  net 74,522  525  95,914  170,961 

Total  assets   95,900  485,631  133,755  715,286 

Current  liabilities 86,707  30.604  25.398  142.709 

Long  term  liabilities —  448.681  —  448.681 

Total  liabilities 86.707  479,285  25,398  591,390 

Contributed  capital 1 18,678  —  92,090  210,768 

Retained  earnings  (deficit) (109.485)  6,346  16.267  (86,872) 

Total  fund  equity 9,193  6,346  108,357  123,896 

Total  liabilities  and  fund  equity $95,900  485,631  133,755  .715,286 
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Condensed  statements  of  revenues,  expenses  and  changes  in  retained  earnings  of  the  component  units  for 
the  year  ended  September  30.  1993  follow. 

General          Housing 
Account Hospital           Finance  Unlveralty Total 

Operating  revenues  $76,786             16.057  16,626            109.469 

Operating  expenses: 

Depreciation   8.893                    98  6.112              15.103 

Other 162.588             18.403  100,496            281.487 

Operating  Income  (loss) (94,695)             (2,444)  (89.982)          (187,121) 

Nonoperating  revenues  (expenses) 441                 (195)  15.919              16.165 

Intragovernmental  transfers 58.768               —  67.796            126.564 

Net  Income  (loss)  (35,486)             (2.639)  (6.267)            (44.392) 

Depreciation  added  back —                     —  6,112                6,112 

Retained  earnings  (deficit)  at  October  1 (73.999)              8.985  16.422             (48.592) 

Retained  earnings  (deficit)  at 

September  30 $(109,485)              6,346  16,267              (86.872) 

The  District  will  develop  a  financial  plan  by  February  1, 1994,  to  eliminate  the  deficit  of  the  General  Hospital 
by  September  30,  1998 

Condensed  statements  of  cash  flows  of  the  component  units  for  the  year  ended  September  30. 1993  follow. 

General           Housing 
Category Hospital Finance  Unlveralty Total 

Operating  activities $  (75,393)           (10,121)  (74,055)          (159.569) 

Capital  and  related  financing  activities (280)              —  —                      (280) 

Noncapital  financing  activities 75,890            (87.579)  74,998              63.309 

Investing  activities    —                    18,494  1.851               20.345 

Increase  (decrease)  in  cash 217            (79,206)  2,794             (76,195) 

Cash  and  investments  at  October  1   17           337.886  24,936            362.839 

Cash  and  Investments  at 

September  30 $         234           258,680  27,730            286,644 

Reconciliation: 

Operating  Income  (loss) $  (94,695)             (2,444)  (89.982)          (187.121) 

Adjustments  to  income 10,012                    98  11.349              21.459 

Changes  in  assets  and  liabilities 9,290              (7,775)  4.578                6.093 

Net  cash  provided  (used) $(75,393)           (10,121)  (74.055)          (159.569) 

Noncash  contributions $      5.117               —  1.893                7.010 

B.  RELATED  ORGANIZATION 

There  were  no  transactions  between  the  District  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Economic  Development 
Finance  Corporation  for  the  years  ended  September  30.  1993  and  1992. 


C.  JOINT  VENTURE 

The  District  contributions  to  the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  Transit  Authority  for  the  years  ended 
September  30,  1993  and  1992  follow. 

Account  1993  1992 

Operating  grants $115,572  114.166 

Debt  service  grants 10.331  10,331 

Capital  grants .--. .            51 .866  35.908 

Total $177,769  160.405 

The  amounts  of  the  revenues  allocated  by  the  District  to  the  authority  were  $481 .629  and  $321 ,561  for  the  years 
ended  September  30,  1993  and  1992.  respectively 

The  District  pays  the  authority  for  taking  public  school  students  to  and  from  schools  or  school-related  activities. 
The  payments  are  classified  as  current  public  works  expenditures  in  the  General  Fund  and  were  $4,376  in  1993 
and  $4,387  in  1992. 
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NOTE  9.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  TRANSACTIONS 

A.  PAYMENT  IN  LIEU  OF  TAXES 

The  Federal  payment  to  the  District  Is  in  lieu  of  taxes  it  would  have  had  to  pay  had  it  been  subject  to  taxation 
and  for  costs  incurred  by  the  District  for  special  purposes.  About  February  1  of  each  year,  the  Mayor  submits 
to  the  Council  a  requested  Federal  payment  for  the  fiscal  year  commencing  the  following  October  1.  After 
action  by  the  Council,  the  Mayor  submits  the  request  to  the  President  for  submission  to  Congress.  The  amount 
authorized  by  Congress  to  be  appropriated  as  the  general  purpose  portion  of  the  Federal  payment  is  24% 
of  revenues  that  are  derived  from  sources  other  than  the  Federal  government  for  the  second  preceding  fiscal 
year 

A  summary  of  the  Federal  payment  to  the  General  Fund  for  the  years  ended  September  30,  1993  and  1992 
follows. 

Purpose  1993  1992  ~ 

General  purpose $624,854  630.500 

Trauma  care  5,562  — 

Inaugural  costs 5,514  — 

Board  of  education —  3,205 

General  hospital —  9,492 

Human  services —  500 

Police  department —  75 

Total $635,930  643,772 

B.  OPERATING  GRANTS 

The  District  participates  in  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  A  summary  of  operating  grants  for  the  years  ended 
September  30.  1993  and  1992  follows. 

Function  1993  1992 

Governmental  direction  and  support $     3.029  56 

Economic  development  and  regulation 116.717  121.782 

Public  safety  and  justice 3.400  5.500 

Public  education  system 74.549  67.057 

Human  support  services   559.317  497,601 

Public  works 2,833  3,620 

Total  general 759,845  695,616 

Housing  finance 16,720  17,135 

University   8.831  7.822 

Total $785,396  720,573 

C  CAPITAL  GRANTS 

Federal  capital  grants  are  used  for  the  purchase  or  construction  of  fixed  assets.  Capital  grants,  except  for  water 
and  sewer  facilities,  are  recorded  as  intergovernmental  revenues  in  the  Capital  Projects  Fund  Capital  grants 
for  water  and  sewer  facilities  are  recorded  as  Contributed  Capital  in  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund. 
A  summary  of  capital  grants  for  the  years  ended  September  30.  1993  and  1992  follows. 


I 


Function 1993  1992 


Economic  development  and  regulation $       899  5,227 

Public  education  system 255  29 

Human  support  services  3,588  5,716 

Public  works 47,582  65,685 

Total  general 52.324  76,657 

Water  and  sewer 16,730  5,003 

ToUl $  69,054  81,660 
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D.  WATER  AND  SEWER  SERVICES 

The  District  exercises  no  oversight  responsibility  over  the  Washington  Aqueduct  which  is  owned  by  the  Federal 
government  and  operated  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  District  compensates  the  Federal 
government  for  all  operating  expenses  and  capital  outlays  of  the  Washington  Aqueduct.  The  capital  outlays 
are  capitalized  and  depreciated  over  60  years  in  the  Water  and  Sewer  Enterprise  Fund.  A  summary  of  costs 
Incurred  for  the  years  ended  September  30.  1993  and  1992  follows. 

Purpose 1993  1992 

Operating  expenses $1 7,000  23,034 

Capital  outlays   6,433  6,128 

Total $23,433  29.162 

NOTE  10.  LEASES 

The  present  value  of  future  minimum  lease  payments  under  capital  leases  and  minimum  lease  payments  for 
all  operating  leases  having  noncancelable  terms  in  excess  of  one  year  at  September  30, 1993  are  as  follows. 

Capital               Operating  Leases 
Year  Ending  September  30 Leases Facilities        Equipment 

1994    $     8,256  40,375  1 ,788 

1995   8,255  34,390  1,658 

1996   7,924  25,115  1,206 

1997 7,926  24.1 14                   474 

1998    7,923  21 ,795                   402 

Thereafter 118,862  94,819                 — 

Minimum  lease  payments 159,146  240,608  5,528 

Less-imputed  interest 74,589  —  — 

Present  value  of  payments  S  84,557  —  — 

Capital  lease  payments  are  classified  as  current  governmental  direction  and  support  expenditures  in  the  General 
Fund  Lease  expenditures  were  $73,509  in  1993  and  $75,985  in  1992. 

NOTE  11.   CONTINGENT  LIABILITIES 

A.  RISK  MANAGEMENT 

The  District  retains  all  risks  of  loss  related  to  torts:  theft  of,  damage  to.  or  destruction  of  assets;  errors  and 
omissions;  injuries  to  employees;  and  natural  disasters  A  claim  is  accrued  when  it  is  probable  that  a  loss 
has  occurred  and  the  amount  of  that  loss  can  be  reasonably  estimated.  A  liability  is  recognized  also  tor  an 
estimate  of  claims  that  have  been  incurred  but  not  reported  Assets  are  not  set  aside  to  finance  claim  payments. 

A  summary  of  changes  in  the  accrued  liability  for  claims  in  the  General  Fund  follows. 

Component 1993 1992 

Liability  at  October  1    $24,940  22,740 

Incurred  claims 18.647  16.191 

Less-claim  payments  18.647  13.991 

Liability  at  September  30 $24,940  24,940 

No  accrual  has  been  provided  for  possible  but  not  probable  additional  claims  which  are  reasonably  estimated 
at  $71 .697. 

B.  FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

The  District  participates  In  a  number  of  Federally  assisted  grant  programs  as  described  in  Note  9  These 
grants  are  subject  to  financial  and  compliance  audits  by  the  grantors  or  their  representatives.  The  audits  of 
these  programs  for  the  year  ended  Septemt»er  30. 1993  have  not  yet  been  conducted.  Accordingly,  the  District's 
compliance  with  applicable  grant  requirements  will  be  established  at  some  future  date.  An  accrual  of  $28,618 
in  the  General  Fund  has  been  provided  which  reasonably  estimates  the  probable  amount  of  expenditures 
that  may  t>e  disallowed  by  the  granting  agencies. 
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GENERAL  FUND 

The  General  Fund  is  used  to  account  for  all  financial  resources  wtilch  are  not  required  to 
be  accounted  for  in  another  fund.  All  fixed  assets  of  the  District  except  those  related  to  specific 
proprietary  funds  are  accounted  for  through  the  General  Fixed  Assets  Account  Group.  All 
long  term  liabilities  of  the  District  except  those  related  to  specific  proprietary  and  fiduciary 
funds  are  accounted  for  through  the  General  Long  Term  Liabilities  Account  Group. 
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Exhibit  A-1 


GENERAL  FUND 

COMPARATIVE  BALANCE  SHEETS 

SeptamiMr  30, 1993  and  1992 
($000s) 


1M3 


1M2 


256.416 


ASSETS 

Cumnt  Asaats: 

C*sh  (Dd  invesments  $165,392 

Receivables  (net  ot  allowancM  tor  uncollactiWat): 

liues  

Accounts      

Intergovammanlal 

Imragovammanlal 

Intertund    

Inventones     

Olhef  currenl  ttials   

Total  currant  assets 788.245 

Long  Ttrm  Aaaats: 
Loans  recawabte 41,012 

Total  aaaata  SS2«,2S7 


267.7M 

294.500 

57.067 

43.863 

166.646 

153.710 

66.591 

51.469 

1.112 

3.167 

33.226 

30.262 

8.427 

2.603 

636.010 


42.519 
660^29 


UABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCES 


Currant  UaMHtiM: 

Payables 

Accounts    

Compensation: 
Salaries  and  mragas 
Employae  benefits 

Payroll  taxes 

Annual  leave      

Other  deductions  .... 

lnieryovemrT>ental    

Intertund  

Accrued  liabilities 

Claims  and  ludgments 

Grant  disallowances    ... 

Interest  

Other  accruals         

Deterred  revenue: 

Property  taxes 

Intergovernmental  grants 

Other  deferrals 
Other  currant  babililies 


Ibtal  MaWlttlea 


Fund  Balancea: 
Reserved  tor  long  term  asseu 
Unreserved  (deficit) 


Total  fund  balancM  . . . 
Ibtal  HaMUtles  and  fund 


$241,542 


196.807 


126.660 

102.960 

10.511 

2.947 

3.653 

4.019 

X.119 

27.411 

8.272 

6.096 

4.571 

14.030 

74.459 

2.011 

24.940 

24.940 

26.618 

31.282 

61.608 

57.920 

54.289 

51.680 

47.435 

244.S54 

14.263 

10.301 

68.420 

83.171 

16.375 

14.822 

817.91S 

676,973 

41.012 

42.519 

(29.690) 

(38.963) 

11,322 

3,556 

(839,267 

8(0,529 
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GENERAL  FUND 

COMPARATIVE  STATEMENTS  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENDITURES 
AND  CHANGES  IN  FUND  BALANCES 

YBara  Endsd  September  30, 1993  and  1992 
(SOOOs) 


1993 1992 

n«v*nu««: 

Taxes  

Ucansm  ind  parmits ,;  m,.-. 

Fines  and  torteits        

Chaiges  lor  services: 

External 

Iniragovemmental 

Interlund 

MiscellarMous 
Intergovernmental : 

Payment  In  lieu  ol  taxes 

Operating  granti   

Total  revenues 

Expenditure*: 

Current: 

Governmental  direction  and  support    

Economic  development  and  regulation    

Public  safely  and  justice  

Public  education  system  

Human  suppon  services     

Public  worla  

Employee  benefits  addition  (deduction) 

Debt  service: 

Pnncipal    

Interest 

Fiscal  charges         

Tbtal  expenditures  

EXCESS  OF  REVENUES 
OVER  EXPENDITURES 

Other  Rnandng  Sourcae  (Ueas): 

Proceeds  (payment)  ot: 

General  obligation  bonds 

Capiul  leases         

Refunded  debt 

Refunding  charges 

Translets: 

Intertund  transfers  in  

Interlund  transfers  out  

Intragowmmental  transfers  out 

TaiMi  other  financing  sources  (uses)  

EXCESS  OF  REVENUES  OVER 
EXPENDITURES  AND  OTHER  USES 

Fund  Balances  at  October  1 

Fund  Balancec  at  September  30     |      11,322  s,55« 


S2.557.8S2 
44.564 

51.845 

2.384.300 
41.856 
51.860 

101.716 

510 

35.930 

112.012 

104.156 

707 

43.860 

122.952 

635.930 
759.845 

643.772 
695.616 

4,300,204 

4,069.079 

136.630 

285.249 
1.067.374 

754.104 
1.636.871 

303.366 
(295.232) 

142.265 

263.003 
1.057.508 

754,009 
1.411.451 

289.587 
(219.517) 

151.675 

193.641 

5.755 

128.917 

204.181 

7.260 

4.239.433 

4.038.664 

60.771 

50.415 

1.063.322 

10.920 

(929.738) 

(127.769) 

272.244 

(261.077) 
(2.238) 

70.074 

(13.250) 

(126.564) 

96.052 

(12.550) 

(142.860) 

(53.005) 

(48.429) 

7,7M 

1.966 

3.556 

1,570 

Exhibit  A-2 
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Exhibit  A-3 


GENERAL  FUND 

SCHEDULE  OF  REVENUES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  (BUDGETARY  BASIS) 

\b«r  Ended  September  30, 1993 
($000s) 


Souic* 


Appio- 


Appre- 
pilatad 
Aetuil 


Mrtanc*- 

FMorabtt 

(Untovonbto) 


Tkxn: 
Property: 

RmI   $    936.600 

Parsonil 69.400 

Public  space  renlil 15.1M 

Toul              1.021.  IX 

Sales  arxl  use 

General                434.550 

Alcoholic  beverages 5.900 

Cioarane           20.6(X) 

Hoel  occupancy  9.000 

Moior  fuel 34.000 

MolOf  vehicle  22.000 

1bUI                    526.050 

Income  and  (rarKhtte: 

individual  income    tOi.900 

Corporaiion  franchise 64.400 

Unincorporated  business 28.600 

Toul            722.900 

Gross  receipts: 

Public  ulitity             1 18.600 

loll  telecommunication 35.100 

InsurarKe  companies    36.650 

Health  care  providers  25.(X)0 

Total                             217.350 

Other: 

Inhenianee  and  csuis 26.300 

Recordation  18.400 

Transter    20.200 

Tdui         66.900 

Toul  taxes 2.554.300 

Ucensea  and  Permits: 

Busines*  license* 21 .625 

Nonbusines*  permits      .  19.788 

TdUl      41.413 

Fines  and  Fortslls 58.969 

Ctiaipes  for  Services: 

Court  lees 7.243 

Parking  meters 12.500 

Other  41.706 

■total  ._  61.449 

Mlacellarwoua: 

Interest         23.741 

Abandonments 6.300 

Other            12.809 

Total       42.850 

Intel  utwai  iimental: 

Payment  in  lieu  ol  taxes 635.660 

IbUI  revenues           t3,3»4,64l 


928.322 

67.065 
16.256 


(8.278) 
(2.315) 
1.156 


1.011.663 

(9,437) 

410.068 

5.289 

20.645 

9.485 

34.780 

24.268 

(24.462) 
(611) 
245 
485 
760 
2,268 

504.735 

(21.315) 

589.521 

105.038 

35.960 

(20.379) 

20.638 

7.360 

730.519 

7.619 

127.245 
37.807 
32.187 
32.354 

8.645 
2.707 
(6.463) 
7.354 

229.593 

12.243 

38.680 
20.245 
22.417 

10.380 
1.645 
2.217 

81.342 
2.557.852 

14.442 
3.552 

25.868 

18.696 

4.243 
(1.092) 

44.564 

3.151 

51.845 

(7.124) 

6.615 
13.229 
33.059 

(628) 

729 

(8.647) 

52.903 

(8.546) 

7.171 
12.614 
12.975 

(16.570) 

6.314 

166 

32.760 

(10.090) 

635.930 

270 

3.375,854 

(11.717) 
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GENERAL  FUND 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  AND  USES 
BUDGET  AND  ACTUAL  (BUDGETARY  BASIS) 

V<Bar  Ended  September  30, 1993 
(SOOOs) 


Function  and  Subfunctlon 


Appro- 

prlaMd 
Budget 


Exhibit  > 


Appro-  Wiflanc*. 

pitif^  FavoiMt* 

Actual        (UntnoraM*) 


GommnMntal  DInction  and  Support: 

Legislative                                                      

S      10.886 

9.917 
20.863 
38.160 
18.943 
38.315 

3.917 

130.115 

15.980 
13.902 
36.295 
30.348 
96.525 

969 

Executive                                               .    . 

21.714 

851 

Finance                                                

38.458 

298 

Personnel 

Administrative 

Elections 

18.690 

38.390 
4.0O9 

(253) 
75 
92 

Total                                              

132.147 

2032 

16.926 

946 

Public  housing                  

13.780 

(122) 
139 

36.434 

32.943 

2.595 
3.558 

Total 

100.083 

Public  Safety  and  Juatlce: 

Police                                                                   . . 

436410 

430.630 
95.176 

253.080 

3.571 

42.227 

108.356 

933.040 

5.780 

(8.713) 

435 

63 

(283) 

88 

Fire 

86.463 

Correction 

253  515 

Protection                                                              . . 

3634 

Law 
Judicial 

41.944 
108.444 

Total 

930.410 

(2.630) 

PuMIc  Education  System: 

Schools 
Culture 

619.068 

23.471 

619.038 
23.170 

30 
301 

Total 

642.539 

642.208 

331 

Human  Support  Servlcas: 

Health  and  welfare 
Human  relations 
Employmeni  benefits 
Recreation 

830.237 
17.663 
33.059 
29.663 

836.590 
17.277 
34.982 
28.389 

(6.353) 
386 

(1.923) 
1.274 

•fcial  

910.622 

917.238 

(6.616) 

Public  WorUa 

247.798 

249.469 

(1.671) 

Unallocated  addition 

18.290 

— 

18.290 

OeM  Service: 
Pnncipal 

4C|  f:7c 

151.675 
195.802 
347.477 

Interest  and  fiscal  charges 

(6.782) 
(6.782) 

Total   

Flnendng  Uaaa: 

Transfers            . 

74.880 
3.390.9S2 

12.405 
18.917 

'folal  expenditures  and  uses                     

t9,40t.8C9 

0:27 
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Exhibit  A-5 


GENERAL  FUND 

SCHEDULE  OF  EXPENDITURES  AND  USES 
FUNCTION  AND  OBJECT  (GAAP  BASIS) 

Ysar  Ended  September  30,  1993 

With  Comparative  Totals  for  Msar  Ended  September  30, 1992 

(SOOOs) 


Function  and  Subtunetlon 


Paraonal    Contnctuil 

Si^TVICM       ScrvlcM       Supplies     Occupancy      lanaou* 


Total* 


IMS 


1M2 


Oovamnwntal  Olfaction  and  Support: 

Lagislaliva                          S       7,430  631 

Exaeulive                          8.860  1.376 

Finance                 29.663  6.863 

P»r»onnel  13.153  1.435 

Administrativs 13.099  9.168 

EI«tions     2.53B  593 

IbUI     74.743  20.066 

Economic  Davalopmanl  and  Regulation: 

Communrty  developmem  15.312  16.726 

Public  housing                           27.105  9.645 

Economic  regulation                  32.722  5.314 

Employmeni  services              30.615  4.072 

ItaUl 105.754  35.757 

PuMk  Safety  and  JuaUca: 

Police            442.065  8.406 

Firo  165.217  2.890 

Corteclion                           176.623  14.391 

Proleelion              3.690  538 

Law      16.286  20.214 

JudicMI  69.091  36.411 

Tbtal    872.972  82.650 

Public  Education  System: 

Schools                            611.924  25.120 

Culture                             15.221  1.482 

ToWl                                627.145  26.602 

Humen  Support  Servlcee: 

Health  and  welfare  310.420  131.745 

Human  relations  3.602  18.074 

Employmeni  benefits   181.819  — 

Recfeaiion         26.019  1.946 

"teui  521.860  151.765 

Public  WoftiB 87.232  59.771 
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Appendix  D 


Form  of  Opinion  of  Co-Bond  Counsel 

May      .  1994 


Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
One  Judiciary  Square 
441  4fh  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20001 

Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
District  Building 

1350  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW 
Washington,  D.C.  20004 

$200,000,000 

District  of  Columbia 

1994  General  Obligation 

Tax  Revenue  Anticipation  Notes 

Series  1994A 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

We  have  acted  as  Co-Bond  Counsel  to  the  District  of  Columbia  (the  "District")  in  connection 
w/lth  the  issuance  by  the  District  of  its  $200,000,000  aggregate  principal  amount  of  1994  General 
Obligation  Tax  Revenue  Anticipation  Notes,  Series  1994A,  dated  May  5,  1994  (the  "Notes").  We 
have  examined  the  lavi/  and  such  certified  proceedings  and  other  documents  as  we  deemed 
necessary  to  render  this  opinion. 

The  Notes  are  registered,  are  in  denominations,  bear  interest,  are  not  redeemable  and  mature 
at  such  times,  in  such  amounts,  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  set  forth  in  the  Notes. 

The  Notes  are  issued  under  the  District  of  Columbia  Self-Government  and  Governmental 
Reorganization  Act,  as  amended,  approved  December  24, 1973  (87  Stat.  774;  DC.  Code  §  1-201  et 
seq.);  the  Tax  Revenue  Anticipation  Notes  Act  of  1994,  D.C.  Act  10-227,  effective  April  22,  1994 
(the  "Note  Act");  and  proceedings  under  such  Note  Act,  Including  the  Note  Issuance  Certificate 
executed  by  the  Mayor  of  the  District  dated  the  date  hereof. 

We  have  not  been  engaged  or  undertaken  to  review  the  accuracy,  completeness  or  sufficiency 
of  the  Official  Statement  or  other  offering  material  relating  to  the  Notes  and  we  express  no  opinion 
relating  thereto. 

As  to  questions  of  fact  material  to  our  opinion,  we  have  relied  upon  the  certified  proceedings 
and  other  certifications  of  public  officials  furnished  to  us  without  undertaking  to  verify  the  same  by 
independent  investigation. 

Based  on  the  foregoing,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that: 

(1)  The  Notes  have  been  authorized  and  issued  and  are  legal,  valid  and  binding  general 
obligations  of  the  District,  and  its  Council  Is  authorized  and  required  by  law,  to  levy,  maintain  or 
enact  taxes  due  and  payable  during  August  1, 1994,  through  September  30, 1994,  to  provide  for  the 
payment  in  full  of  the  principal  of  and  Interest  on  the  Notes  when  due. 

(2)  The  Escrow  Agent,  Paying  Agent  and  Registrar  Agreement  dated  as  of  May  1,  1994. 
between  the  District  and  NationsBank  Trust  Company,  N.A.,  as  escrow  agent,  paying  agent  and 
registrar  (the  "Escrow  Agreement"),  has  been  duly  authorized,  executed  and  delivered  by  the 
District  and,  assuming  due  authorization,  execution  and  delivery  by  NationsBank  Trust  Com- 
pany, N.A.,  constitutes  a  valid  and  binding  agreement  of  the  District,  pledges  as  security  on  a  pari 
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passu  basis  for  payment  of  the  principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes  moneys  on  deposit  in  an 
escrow  account  established  thereunder,  and  is  enforceable  against  the  District  in  accordance  with 
its  terms. 

(3)  The  interest  on  the  Notes  (a)  is  excluded  from  gross  income  for  Federal  income  tax 
purposes  and  (b)  is  not  an  item  of  tax  preference  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  alternative  minimum 
tax  imposed  on  individuals  and  corporations.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  with  respect  to 
corporations  (as  defined  for  Federal  income  tax  purposes)  the  interest  on  the  Notes  is  taken  into 
account  in  determining  adjusted  current  earnings  for  the  purpose  of  computing  the  alternative 
minimum  tax  imposed  on  such  corporations.  The  opinions  set  forth  in  the  preceding  sentences  are 
subject  to  the  condition  that  the  District  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1986,  as  amended,  that  must  be  satisfied  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  the  Notes  in  order  that 
interest  thereon  be,  or  continue  to  be,  excluded  from  gross  income  for  Federal  income  tax 
purposes.  The  District  has  covenanted  to  comply  with  each  such  requirement  in  the  Tax  Compliance 
Certificate  of  the  District  executed  by  the  District  and  dated  the  date  hereof.  Failure  by  the  District  to 
comply  with  certain  of  such  requirements  could  cause  the  interest  on  the  Notes  to  be  included  in 
gross  income  for  federal  income  tax  purposes  retroactive  to  the  date  of  issuance  of  the  Notes.  We 
express  no  opinion  regarding  other  Federal  tax  consequences  arising  with  respect  to  the  Notes. 

(4)  Under  existing  law,  interest  on  the  Notes  is  exempt  from  District  taxation  except  estate, 
inheritance  and  gift  taxes. 

We  have  relied  upon  the  accuracy  of  the  representations,  statements  of  intention,  reasonable 
expectations  and  certifications  of  fact  contained  in  the  Tax  Compliance  Certificate  of  the  District  and 
the  continuing  compliance  by  the  District  with  the  covenants  set  forth  in  such  Certificate,  in 
rendering  the  foregoing  opinions  regarding  the  Federal  income  tax  treatment  of  interest  on  the 
Notes. 

The  rights  of  the  owners  of  the  Notes  and  the  enforceability  thereof  may  be  subject  to 
(a)  bankruptcy,  insolvency,  reorganization,  moratorium  or  other  laws  affecting  the  creditors  rights 
heretofore  or  hereafter  enacted  to  the  extent  constitutionally  applicable  and  the  enforceability  of  the 
rights  of  the  owners  of  the  Notes  also  may  be  subject  to  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion  In 
appropriate  cases. 

Our  services  as  Co-Bond  Counsel  to  the  District  have  been  limited  to  delivering  the  foregoing 
opinion.  We  have  not  been  engaged  or  undertaken  to  and  do  not  express  any  opinion  herein  as  to 
the  financial  resources  of  the  District  or  its  ability  to  provide  for  payment  of  the  Notes. 


Very  truly  yours, 


LEWIS,  WHITE,  CLAY,  ROXBOROUGH  &  TILLERSON 
DANTZLER  LAW  OFFICES 
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Wednesday,  May  11,  1994. 
fiscal  year  1994  supplemental  request 
BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  (D.C.  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS) 

WITNESSES 

LINDY  MOODY,  PRESIDENT,  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 

KAREN   SHOOK,   CHAIRPERSON,   COMMITTEE   ON   BUDGET  AND  RE- 
SOURCE ALLOCATIONS,  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 

JAY  SILBERMAN,  AT-LARGE  MEMBER,  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 

FRANKLIN  L.  SMITH,  SUPERINTENDENT,  D.C.  PUBUC  SCHOOLS 

BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Dixon.  If  we  can  come  to  order,  let  me  welcome  the  Members 
of  the  Board  of  Education  and  the  Superintendent  of  Schools. 

I  appreciate  your  waiting  so  long.  I  have  a  series  of  questions  I 
would  like  to  submit  to  you,  Mr.  Superintendent  and  the  Board,  for 
a  written  response  for  the  record. 

[Clerk's  note. — See  pages  959-1088  for  testimony  on  the  FY 
1995  budget  by  Public  School  officials  that  includes  the  questions 
referred  to  and  the  Board's  response.] 

Mr.  Ddcon.  I  notice  in  this  supplemental  for  FY  1994  that  there 
is  a  request  for  $17,243,000  for  salary  increases.  I  would  like  for 
you  to  speak  to  that  issue.  And  secondly,  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  quite  frankly,  tells  me  they  think  that  some  of  the  cost  sav- 
ings estimates  you  were  expecting  from  closing  10  school  buildings 
will  not  in  fact  be  realized. 

COST  SAVINGS  FROM  CLOSING  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS 

In  other  words,  there  was  a  cost  saving  estimated  at  $10  million 
related  to  the  closing  of  10  school  buildings.  I  understand  that  nine 
were  closed,  but  nevertheless  the  information  supplied  to  GAG  in- 
dicates it  is  resulting  in  an  actual  savings  of  only  $135,000  instead 
of  $10  million. 

Those  are  some  of  the  kinds  of  issues  the  Committee  would  like 
to  focus  on.  I  assure  you  I  will  be  brief.  And  Mr.  Walsh  may  have 
a  series  of  questions.  We  would  just  like  an  overview  as  it  relates 
to  the  FY  1994  supplemental  for  the  Board  of  Education. 

EDUCATION  SUMMIT  AGREEMENT/PAY  RAISES 

Dr.  Smith.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  A  summit  agreement  was 
signed  by  the  Mayor,  the  Council  Chairman,  £ind  the  President  of 
the  Board  of  Education,  designed  to  get  raises  for  our  employees 
who  had  not  received  raises  for  some  three  or  four  years.  The  $17 
million,  which  was  not  in  our  budget,  was  to  fund  the  4.5  percent 
raise  for  all  employees  during  the  1994  school  year,  teachers,  sup- 
port staff  and  everyone. 

But  as  a  part  of  that  agreement,  there  was  also  a  retroactive 
payment  going  back  to  October  1st  of  1992  to  give  teachers  and  the 
principalis  as  well  a  pay  raise  from  that  time. 
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COMPONENTS  OF  PROPOSED  BUDGET  SAVINGS 

As  we  talked  through  the  summit  and  realized  that  money  was 
not  in  our  budget,  there  were  three  marks  for  us  to  reach  in  terms 
of  accumulating  the  dollars  to  pay  for  all  of  these  negotiated  pay 
increases.  $10  million  was  to  come  from  the  savings  from  the  staff 
reductions  that  we  were  making. 

883  POSITIONS  REDUCED  IN  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

By  the  way,  in  the  budget  we  submitted  at  that  time,  we  were 
going  to  reduce  683  people.  As  a  part  of  the  summit,  we  added  200 
more,  which  gave  us  an  883  figure.  We  were  supposed  to  come  up 
with  close  to  $10  million  in  that  category. 

SALE  OF  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS 

The  second  category  was  that  of  the  sale  of  buildings  that  we 
were  turning  over  to  the  Mayor.  At  this  particular  time,  we  have 
turned  10  buildings  over.  Some  recent  correspondence  I  have  seen 
has  indicated  that  the  Mayor  intends  to  use  all  of  those  properties 
for  the  city,  for  the  housing  of  city  administrators.  This  means,  I 
would  assume,  that  there  will  not  be  any  sale  of  those  properties. 
Therefore,  we  will  not  realize  that  $10  million. 

MEDICAID  REIMBURSEMENT/SCHOOLS 

The  third  type  of  savings  was  to  be  realized  through  the  Medic- 
aid reimbursement  process.  To  date,  we  have  been  negotiating  with 
the  city  to  try  to  come  to  some  consensus  on  fees  that  we  can 
charge  for  the  particular  services  provided  as  well  as  to  get  the  ap- 
propriate numbers  to  bill.  To  date  we  have  not  collected  any  reve- 
nue in  that  particular  category. 

mayor/council  action  on  FY  1994  SUPPLEMENTAL 

So  when  we  submitted  our  request  for  a  $26.1  million  FY  1994 
supplemental  budget  to  the  Mayor,  it  was  in  line  with  this  summit 
agreement.  The  Mayor  recommended  to  the  Council  $20  million  of 
supplemental  funding,  and  the  Council  approved  $17  million  of  our 
$26  million  request. 

PERSONAL  SERVICES  SPENDING  FROM  OTPS  FUNDS 

Mr.  DixON.  My  notes  here  tell  me,  that  since  FY  1990,  the  Dis- 
trict's public  schools  have  used  nearly  $50  million  in  OTPS  funds — 
and  I  didn't  know  what  that  was,  so  I  asked.  It  is  "other- than-per- 
sonal-services  funds — to  pay  for  personal  services. 

IMPACT  OF  UNDERSPENDING  NONPERSONAL  SERVICES  BUDGET 

What  impact  has  this  continued  underspending  in  the 
nonpersonal  services  object  class  had  on  the  schools  as  mr  as  text- 
book replacement,  deferred  maintenance,  and  that  kind  of  thing.  I 
would  like  you  to  comment  on  it,  or  if  any  board  member  wants  to 
comment  on  this  particular  issue. 

Dr.  Smith.  I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  it  has  had  an  impact  on  our 
ability  to  spend  money  for  some  of  the  areas  that  are  necessary  for 
the  day-to-day  operations  of  our  school  system.  When  I  first  arrived 
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in  1993,  the  criticism  was  there  that  we  had  not  spent  the  money 
that  was  appropriated  to  us  in  the  way  that  it  was  budgeted. 

My  statement  at  that  particular  time  was,  it  didn't  take  a  rocket 
scientist  to  figure  out  that  we  had  more  people  on  board  than 
money  budgeted  for  their  salaries.  So  by  the  end  of  the  year,  the 
additional  money  necessary  to  fund  these  salaries  had  to  come  from 
somewhere. 

1298  POSITIONS  ELIMINATED 

The  money  was  taken  from  the  other-than-personal-services 
(OTPS)  budget.  To  avoid  this  problem  in  the  future,  when  I  submit- 
ted the  1993  budget,  it  included  683  fewer  people,  and  we  elimi- 
nated an  additional  200.  Prior  to  that,  we  eliminated  415  posi- 
tions— right  after  the  time  I  arrived  in  the  city.  We  have  been  con- 
tinuing to  reduce  personnel  to  get  to  where  we  have  money  in  our 
budget  to  pay  for  all  of  our  people  and  do  not  have  to  take  money 
from  OTPS. 

The  budget  that  we  had  submitted  for  the  1995  year  was  finally 
a  budget  in  which  we  arrived  at  that  point:  it  was  $559  million,  of 
which  $17  million  was  reduced. 

REVISING  BUDGET  ESTIMATES 

So  we  have  gone  back  and  I  asked  our  finance  people  to  try  to 
maintain  a  budget  for  personnel  that  will  allow  us  to  compensate 
our  people  without  taking  from  other  areas.  That  means  we  are 
going  to  be  reducing  another  204  people  from  our  payroll  as  well 
as  reducing  some  of  the  dollars  from  the  appropriated  nonpersonnel 
areas,  such  as  the  student  efficacy  initiative;  dealing  with  crime 
and  violence  and  staff  development  dollars,  which  are  very  critical. 
I  have  had  to  reduce  the  monies  allocated  to  those  areas  to  try  to 
keep  a  budget  in  which  I  can  spend  in  accordance  with  the  appro- 
priation. 

That  is  a  desire  of  ours,  and  I  think  we  are  probably  going  to  be 
able  to  maintain  such  a  budget. 

SERIOUS  IMPACT  OF  SHIFTING  NONPERSONAL  SERVICES  FUNDS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  press  you  just  a  bit  on  that.  I  understand 
what  you  have  said.  But  the  question  is:  What  impact  has  it  had? 

Dr.  Smith.  It  has  had  significant  impact  in  terms  of  reductions 
in  supplies  and  materials  and  preventive  maintenance.  It  has  had 
a  tremendous  impact. 

COMMENT  FROM  BOARD  PRESIDENT 

Mr.  Dixon.  Madam  President,  if  you  would  like  to  address  the 
Committee  about  any  issue  as  it  relates  to  the  FY  1994  supple- 
mental or  your  disappointment  in  not  receiving  the  entire  request, 
whatever,  we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from  you. 

SAVINGS  FROM  CLOSING  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS 

Ms.  Moody.  I  would  like  to  say  good  afternoon  and  to  indicate 
to  you  that  the  savings  which  GAO  indicated  were  only  $135,000 
were  actually  higher.  On  personnel  alone,  we  saved  $2.1  million. 

And  then  on  the  closing  of  the  nine  schools 
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Mr.  Dixon.  They  say  $2.3  million.  Give  yourself  a  little  more 
credit. 

Ms.  Moody.  All  right.  And  then  on  the  closing  of  the  schools,  we 
saved  approximately  $623,000.  So  GAO's  figure  of  $135,000  is  not 
necessarily  correct.  I  wanted  to  make  sure  we  said  that. 

I  want  to  add  that  we  have  taken  many  actions  to  improve  on 
what  we  are  doing.  Under  Karen  Shook's  leadership  as  chair  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  we  have  done  much  to  improve  our  budget  so 
everyone  can  read  it  and  everybody  can  understand  it. 

NEGATIVE  PERCEPTION  OF  SCHOOLS'  BUDGETING  PROCEDURES 

We  understand  there  are  some  flaws  in  it  but  we  have  moved  in 
the  direction  of  making  sure  that  the  public  is  more  aware,  also, 
of  the  kinds  of  things  that  we  provide  from  the  D.C.  public  schools 
perspective.  We  are  trjdng  to  communicate  some  positive  impacts 
in  the  community  to  offset  all  the  negative  perception  that  we  al- 
ways hear.  We  will  continue  to  move  in  that  direction. 

REMARKS  OF  BOARD  MEMBER  KAREN  SHOOK 

Mr.  Dixon.  Ms.  Shook? 

Ms.  Shook.  Thank  you.  I  trust  we  will  be  coming  later  in  the 
month  to  talk  about  the  1995  budget? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Absolutely.  We  are  just  talking  about  the  1994  sup- 
plemental. 

Ms.  Shook.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  and  I  appre- 
ciate all  your  support  over  the  years. 

IMBALANCE  OF  OTPS  AND  PERSONAL  SERVICES 

I  want  to  address  the  imbalance  of  the  OTPS  and  the  personal 
services  budget.  There  has  been  an  imbalance  and  this  happened 
way  before  Dr.  Smith  got  here.  All  of  us  sitting  at  this  table  are 
correcting  imbalances  that  were  in  existence  starting  in  the  1980s 
when  there  was  an  upsizing  of  the  whole  D.C.  government,  and 
there  have  been  very  harmful  effects. 

There  are  kindergarten  aides  we  would  like  to  hire.  We  would 
like  to  be  able  to  offer  pre-K  for  every  four-year-old  in  the  city. 
There  are  tremendous  needs  that  haven't  been  met  because  of  the 
imbalance  in  the  personal  services  budget. 

INTERAGENCY  COUNCIL  ESTABLISHED 

When  the  Mayor  held  the  summit  in  1993  asking  us  to  close  10 
schools,  downsize  883  positions  and  generate  more  money,  she  also 
established  the  Interagency  Council  on  Education.  I  will  talk  more 
at  length  at  the  end  of  the  month  about  this. 

I  have  cochaired  the  Interagency  Subcommittee  on  Finance 
which  includes  representatives  from  the  City  Council,  the  Mayor's 
Budget  Office,  and  community  budget  analysts  as  well  as  school 
system  representatives.  We  have  been  working  for  the  last  16 
months  to  track  the  number  of  employees  that  we  have  so  that 
there  shouldn't  be  any  serious  discrepancy  in  terms  of  how  many 
people  we  have  or  how  serious  the  imbalance  in  our  personal  serv- 
ices budget  is. 
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I  just  think  it  is  important  for  Congress  to  know  that  the  Mayor, 
the  Council,  community  £ind  the  school  board  have  been  meeting 
regularly  for  the  last  16  months  to  talk  about  the  fiscal  needs  and 
the  payroll  problems  of  the  school  system.  I  will  be  happy  to  talk 
about  this  on  another  day. 

Thank  you. 

REMARKS  OF  BOARD  MEMBER  JAY  SILBERMAN 

Mr.  DrxON.  Mr.  Silberman? 

Mr.  Silberman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

SHIFTING  OF  OTPS  FUNDS 

I  would  like  to  just  comment  briefly  on  the  issue  that  you  raised, 
which  is  the  question  of  the  shifting  from  the  nonpersonal  services 
to  the  personal  services  budget.  One  of  the  reasons  for  that,  and 
I  think  it  is  completely  appropriate  that  you  bring  it  up,  because 
I  think  frankly  it  requires  your  congressional  oversight,  is  that 
even  though  the  pay  raises  were  approved  and  funded  as  a  result 
of  our  very  positive  cooperation  and  collaboration  with  the  Mayor 
and  the  Council  with  regard  to  this  summit,  there  has  continued 
to  be  a  pattern  which  has  taken  place  in  previous  years,  which  is 
that  the  agency  is  asked  to,  quote,  unquote,  absorb  the  step  pay  in- 
creases as  well  as  increases  in  health  care  costs. 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  you  say  step,  you  mean  in-grade,  what  I 
call 

ABSORBING  INCREASED  PAY  COSTS 

Mr.  Silberman.  Exactly.  So  while  the  overall  pay  raise  was  ap- 
proved and  funded,  there  has  been  a  continuation  of  the  pattern  of 
this,  quote,  unquote,  absorption.  And  of  course  you  know  as  well 
as  I  do,  the  only  way  to  obtain  that  funding  is  to  get  it  from  else- 
where within  your  budget.  That  has  required  over  a  period  of  years 
a  shift  from  some  of  the  other  priorities  the  superintendent  has  ar- 
ticulated to  you. 

This  is  a  systemic  problem  that  I  do  think  should  be  addressed 
and  corrected,  because  every  single  year  we  are  obligated  to  give 
our  employees  these  pay  increments  based  on  the  in-grades,  and 
we  are  obligated  to  pay  increases  in  health  care  costs.  These  costs 
have  increased  every  single  year.  The  response  to  the  superintend- 
ent is,  you  will  just  absorb  those.  The  only  way  to  absorb  those  is 
to  take  from  other  important  programs  and  priorities. 

COSTS  OF  WITHIN-GRADE  PAY  INCREASES 

Mr.  Dixon.  Dr.  Smith,  do  you  have  a  figure  as  to  what  that  in- 
grade  or  in-step  cost  is  in  1994?  Are  you  being  asked  to  absorb  it 
in  1994? 

Dr.  Smith.  $3.5  million. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  $3.5  million? 

Dr.  Smith.  For  1994. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Is  that  for  the  1994 

Dr.  Smith.  And  1995?  1994  as  well? 

$6  million. 

Mr.  Dixon.  For  the  two? 
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Dr.  Smith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  And  the  Board  did  not  budget  that  item  when 
they  sent  their  budget  forward  to  the  District  for 

Dr.  Smith.  It  was  included  in  the  budget  that  we  submitted  to 
the  Mayor. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  your  point  is,  it  takes  away  from  other  programs. 

MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL  ACTION  ON  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  SiLBERMAN.  The  point  is  that  our  request  was  not  approved. 
The  superintendent's  requested  budget  was  not  the  one  that  was 
approved  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Council.  It  included  these  costs  ini- 
tially and  then  they  were  taken  out.  The  Mayor  and  the  Council 
said,  **You  will  just  absorb  it." 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Mr.  Walsh,  any  questions? 

REMARKS  OF  CONGRESSMAN  WALSH 

Mr.  Walsh.  No,  I  don't  have  any  questions,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do 
look  forward  to  discussing  the  future  budget. 

Let  me  say  to  the  board  members  and  to  the  superintendent  that 
I  understand  how  difficult  your  job  must  be  to  close  schools.  Cer- 
tainly no  one  wants  to  have  that  on  their  resume  when  they  finish 
their  activity  on  the  school  board,  and  it  does  seem  to  be  necessary. 
As  you  heard,  I  am  sure  you  are  very  much  aware,  as  we  all  are, 
the  city  has  tremendous  financial  difficulties,  and  unfortunately 
the  kids  are  going  to  have  to  contribute  to  reducing  the  deficit  like 
all  the  rest  of  us  are.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  Dixon.  With  that,  the  meeting  will  stand  in  recess  until 
Tuesday,  May  17th,  at  10:00  a.m.,  at  which  time  we  will  take  the 
agencies  funded  under  Governmental  Direction  and  Support  £ind 
Public  Safety  £ind  Justice  the  hearings  will  be  in  room  H-301  in 
the  Capitol.  I  look  forward  to  seeing  you  later  in  the  month. 

Thank  you. 


Tuesday,  May  17,  1994. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

witnesses 

samuel  mcclendon,  esq.,  inspector  general 

joel  m.  haste,  deputy  inspector  general 

barbara  jackson -williams,  assistant  inspector  general 

david  gray,  assistant  inspector  general 

thomas  e.  brown,  jr.,  esq.,  attorney-advisor 

grace  price,  administrative  officer 

Remarks  of  Chairman  Ddcon 

Mr.  DrxoN.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Today  we  have  our  first  hearing  on  the  District  of  Columbia's  fis- 
cal year  1995  budget.  Last  week,  we  had  a  hearing  with  the  Mayor 
and  the  Chairman  of  the  City  Council  on  the  District  of  Columbia's 
fiscal  year  1994  supplemental.  Traditionally,  the  hearing  today 
would  be  an  overview  of  the  FY  1995  budget  with  the  Mayor  and 
the  City  Council  Chairman.  However,  the  City  Council  Chairman 
is  presiding  over  legislative  business  all  day  today  and  tomorrow, 
and  therefore  we  have  postponed  the  appearances  of  the  Mayor  £ind 
the  Chairman  until  May  24th. 

We  will  start  this  morning  with  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral. We  have  with  us  Mr.  Samuel  McClendon,  the  Inspector  Gen- 
eral. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

If  you  have  a  prepared  statement,  we  will  be  pleased  to  receive 
it  for  the  record.  I  notice  it  is  short,  so  you  may  either  read  it  or 
highlight  it. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 

(235) 
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Office  of  ttie  Inspector  General 

Opening  Statement  of  Samuel  McClendon,  Esquire 

Inspector  General  for  the 

District  of  Columbia 

On  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  Revised  Budget 

and  the  Rscal  Year  1995  Budget 

Before  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 

District  of  Columbia  SubK>ommittee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 


May  17, 1994 


I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  the  Committee  today  to  present  testimony  on  the 
proposed  fiscal  year  1 995  budget  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  (OIG),  and  to 
discuss  any  pending  issues  related  to  the  revised  fiscal  year  1994  budget. 

The  revised  FY  1994  budget  request  for  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  is 
$1,258,000,  an  decrease  of  $92,000  from  the  original  congressionally  approved 
budget  of  $1,350,350. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  appropriation  request  of  the  Office  is  $1,235,000  and  17 
continuing  full-time  positions,  and  represents  a  decrease  from  fiscal  year  1994  of 
$23,000.  The  FY  1 995  funding  request  will  enable  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
to  continue  conducting  investigations  involving  suspected  fraud  In  the  financial 
management  systems,  procurement  and  accounts  of  the  District,  and  audits  in  areas 
of  greatest  vulnerability  to  fraud,  waste,  abuse,  and  mismanagement. 

During  fiscal  year  1993,  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  issued  54  reports,  of  which 
43  were  financial  and  management  audit  reports;  the  remaining  11  reports  were 
investigative  reports.  Three  allegations  of  wrongdoing  were  referred  to  law 
enforcement  authorities  for  arrest  and/or  prosecution. 


During  the  same  period,  OIG  also  received  a  total  of  84  Hotline  calls  (628-TIPS);  of  the 
number  of  calls  received,  16  alleged  mismanagement  or  misconduct,  50  were 
referred  to  other  District  or  federal  agencies,  8  were  complaints  not  alleging 
mismanagement  or  wrongdoing,  and  the  remaining  1 0  calls  were  of  a  miscellaneous 
nature. 


Under  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985  (D.  C.  Law  6-85),  OIG  Is  responsible  for 
monitoring  and  conducting  an  annual  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities 
and  submitting  a  report  to  the  IVIayor  and  the  Council.  OIG's  report  on  the  "Annual 
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Operational  Audit  of  Procurement  Activities  for  Fiscal  Year  1 993,"  was  Issued  April  28, 
1993,  and  included  comments,  findings,  recommendations,  and  other  information 
necessary  to  keep  the  Mayor  and  the  Council  Informed  of  the  adequacy  and 
effectiveness  of  District  procurement  operations,  and  the  Integrity  of  the  procurement 
process. 

No  requests  were  received  from  the  Director  of  Administrative  Services  for  OIG 
reviews  and  investigations  during  FY  1993. 

As  a  part  of  Its  statutory  audit  requirements,  OIG  certified  to  the  Congress  the 
accuracy  of  the  financial  statements  of  the  D.C.  Armory  and  RFK  Stadium 
(STARPLEX),  and  the  Home  Purchase  Assistance  Fund. 

One  example  of  our  ability  to  effect  cost  savings  to  the  District  results  from  the  full 
time  assignment  of  an  OIG  auditor  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  to  assist  DPW 
In  the  preparation  and  review  of  50  project  final  claims  submitted  to  the  U.S.  Federal 
Highway  Administration  having  a  combined  total  of  $36  miilion.  Audits  conducted  of 
the  50  projects  Identified  overbilllngs  ($1 45,960)  and  underbilllngs  ($1 72,441 )  totaling 
$31 8,401  which  required  adjustment  prior  to  submission  of  final  claims  to  FHWA.  The 
f inaiization  of  these  projects  permits  DPW  to  reprogram  about  $3.2  million  of  federal 
highway  funds  for  other  District  projects. 

Additional  monies  approximating  $9  million  will  be  realized  from  other  audits  and 
Investigations  in  the  form  of  dollar  savings,  administrative  recoveries,  restitutions  and 
court  fines  in  FY  93.  Not  tallied  and  reported  are  the  so-called  soft  dollars"  that  result 
from  cost  avoidance/savings,  improved  procurement  practices,  management 
corrective  action,  and  reorganization. 

OIG  also  investigates  violations  of  laws  and  regulations,  and  other  illegal,  unethical, 
and  improper  conduct  involving  District  employees,  contractors  and  recipients  of 
grant  funds.  Cases  that  may  involve  arrest  and  criminal  prosecution  are  referred  to. 
the  Public  Integrity  Branch  (internal  Affairs  Division)  of  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  or  the  United  States  Attorney. 

All  OIG  reports,  or  confidential  summaries  of  audit  and  Investigative  reports,  are 
forwarded  to  Department  or  agency  heads  for  appropriate  disposition. 

We  note  however,  that  the  mission  of  OIG  Is  not  primarily  focused  on  criminality,  but 
rather,  service  to  management.  In  addition  to  gathering  evidence  needed  for 
prosecution  of  crimes,  OIG  follows  through  on  Investigations  to  determine  the 
underlying  systemic  weaknesses,  if  any,  which  provided  the  opportunity  for 
misconduct  and  to  recommend  corrective  action  designed  to  prevent  recurrences 
of  the  same  or  similar  incidents. 
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OIG  also  provides  constructive  management  advisory  services.  We  woric  with  senior 
managers  to  identify  and  heip  correct  probiems  and  weaknesses  In  systems  and 
procedures,  to  improve  record  keeping,  and  to  achieve  full  compliance  with  apposite 
laws  and  regulations.  Thereafter,  we  track  agency  audit  responses  and  follow  up  on 
the  implementation  of  resolved  audit  recommendations. 

As  I  submit  the  budget  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  I  am  pleased  to  report 
that  in  addition  to  deterring  corruption,  fostering  good  management  and  encouraging 
ethics  in  public  employees  in  the  course  of  their  official  duties,  OIG  continues  to 
focus  on  improving  the  District's  internal  control  of  Its  financial  and  program 
management  systems. 

I  am  prepared  to  respond  at  this  time  to  any  questions  the  Committee  may  have. 


I 


i 
i 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  (OlGj  is  to  prevent  and  detect  fraud,  abuse, 
waste,  and  mismanagement  in  the  programs  and  operations  of  the  District  of  Columbia  government. 

Agency  Description 

The  Office  provides  comprehensive  audit  coverage  of  various  District  departments  and  agencies  for 
the  Mayor  and  department  and  agency  heads.    Financial  and  management  audits  and  investigations 
are  specifically  designed  to  detect  and  prevent  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  throughout  the  District 
government.    Routinely,  OIG  follows  through  on  every  investigation  to  determine  underlying  causes 
of  fraud  or  other  misconduct,  and  recommends  corrective  action(s)  that  will  prevent  recurrences  of 
the  same  or  related  incidents  in  the  future. 

The  District  of  Columbia  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General  to: 

■  conduct  an  annual  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  and  to  submit  a  report  at 
least  once  every  fiscal  year  to  the  Mayor  and  the  Council; 

■  undertake  reviews  and  investigations  and  make  determinations  or  render  opinions  requested 
by  the  Director  of  the  Deparmient  of  Administrative  Services;  and 

■  review  cancellations  of  invitations  for  bids,  requests  for  proposals,  or  other  solicitations. 

The  office  also  is  the  Mayor's  principal  liaison  between  the  District  and  the  U.S.  General  Accounting 
Office. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $1,283,000  and  18.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $23,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,235,000  and  17.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $23,000  and  no  change 
in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $48,000  and  1.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from 
the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $1,306,000  and  18.0 

FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $92,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1 994  budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,258,000  and  17.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $92,000  and  no 

change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $48,000  and  1.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs 

from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

(jovernmental  Direction  and  Support  -  19 
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Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  The  agency  will  reduce  its  rental  budget  by  $92.(K)()  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  for  building 
rent  at  415  12th  Street.  N.W.,  the  Presidential  Building,  based  on  a  current  estimate  provided 
by  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 

■  The  fringe  benefits  will  remain  the  same  in  FY  1994,  but  will  be  reduced  in  FY  1995  by 
$23,000  to  reflect  the  agency's  allocation  of  the  administrative  jost  reduction. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:    The  reduction  in  rent  and  in  fringe  benefits  will  have  no  programmatic  impact  on  the 
OIG's  operations.    However,  OIG  will  .seek  additional  sources  of  funding  during  the  fiscal  year  to  try 
to  supplement  its  budget. 

Impacts:    Priority  will  be  given  to  completing  23  statutorily  mandated  reports,  some  with  a  reporting 
requirement  to  the  Council  or  the  Congress.    OIG  will  then  provide  audit  and  investigation  coverage 
to  tho.se  programs  and  activities  known  to  be  most  vulnerable  to  fraud,  waste,  and  mismanagement. 
It  will  also  provide  audit  and  investigation  assi.stance  to  agency  heads,  senior  management  officials, 
MPD,  and  the  U.S.  Attorney. 
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Major  Agency  Outputs 

OIG  provides  comprehensive  audit  coverage  of  various  District  departments  and  agencies  for  the 
Mayor  and  department  and  agency  heads.   The  agency's  financial  audits  generally  incorporate 
management  letter  recommendations  for  improvements  in  operations.    In  FY  1993,  OIG  issued  54 
reports  which  included  43  financial  and  management  audits  and  1 1  investigations.    Three  allegations 
of  wrongdoing  were  referred  to  law  enforcement  authorities  for  further  investigation,  arrest,  and 
prosecution. 

During  FY  1993,  OIG  referred  to  the  U.S.  Attorney  contractor  fraud,  employee  theft,  and  conflict  of 
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interest  cases  involving  in  excess  of  $3,000,000  in  District  funds.  In  addition,  OIG  identified 
instances  where  contractors  had  failed  to  deliver  goods  and  services  billed  to  District  agencies 
involving  $300,000,  which  were  pending  payments. 

Audits  of  50  federal  projects  identified  $318,000  which  required  adjustments  prior  to  submission  of 
final  claims  to  the  federal  agency.    Project  finalization,  which  occurred  as  a  result  of  OIG's  audit, 
allowed  the  District  to  reprogram  $3,200,000  in  federal  funds  for  other  District  projects. 
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Opening  Remarks  of  the  Inspector  General 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  will  just  summarize  the  highlights. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  we  are  asking  for  $1,235  million  for  the 
17  continuing  full-time  positions  for  1994,  and  we  are  asking  for 
$1,258  million  for  17  continuing  full-time  positions  in  1995.  This 
year,  we  issued  54  reports  of  which  43  were  financial  management 
reports  and  the  remaining  11  were  investigative  reports. 

We  issued  our  procurement  report  this  year  on  April  28  including 
a  summary  of  procurement  activity  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  We 
had  84  hot  line  calls  this  year.  Most  of  those  hot  line  calls  resulted 
in  investigations  in  our  office.  A  substantial  number  was  farmed 
out  to  other  agencies  and  some  were  referred  to  the  U.S.  Attorney's 
Office. 

We  also  completed  statutory  audits  this  year  which  included  the 
financial  statements  for  the  Starplex-RFK  and  the  Home  Purchase 
Assistance  Fund  (HPAF)  program.  That  is  basically  the  highlights 
of  our  testimony. 

procurement  activity  report 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  procurement  report  that  you  mentioned,  would 
you  like  to  go  into  a  little  more  detail  as  to  what  your  findings 
were? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Barbara  Jackson-Williams  is  the  Assistant  In- 
spector General  for  auditing  who  supervised  the  report.  She  has 
done  several  briefings  for  agency  heads.  I  would  like  to  defer  to 
her.  Any  specific  questions  you  have,  I  will  be  happy  to  answer. 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  Thank  you.  Just  as  we  have  done  in 
prior  years,  we  have  selected  several  agencies  for  audit  as  well  as 
a  review  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS)  and 
their  efforts  for  implementing  the  Procurement  Practices  Act.  This 
year  I  will  start  with  DAS. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  mean  1994? 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  For  fiscal  year  1993  activities. 

What  we  found  this  year  were  some  improvements,  and  let  me 
tell  you  exactly  what  I  am  talking  about.  When  I  talk  about  the 
improvements,  I  am  talking  about  where  DAS  is  now  in  making  ef- 
forts to  pull  things  together  such  as  a  big  concern,  the  procurement 
management  system,  ensuring  that  all  agency  entries  in  the  pro- 
curement management  system  have  been  classified  properly.  They 
have  a  findings  group  that  is  now  starting  to  monitor  that  particu- 
lar system. 

We  also  were  taking  a  look  at  the  automated  system  to  capture 
procurement  information  and  where  they  are  in  that  process.  Based 
on  our  interviews  and  discussions  with  DAS,  they  are  still  in  the 
developmental  stage  to  get  that  system  in  place.  I  feel,  based  on 
work  that  we  did  with  DAS,  that  things  are  moving  positively  to 
assure  that  all  the  things  that  need  to  be  done  will  be  completed. 

I  do  get  concerned  when  I  think  about  the  systems,  in  particular 
ensuring  that  all  of  the  agencies'  procurement  information  is  in  the 
system.  That  is  an  ongoing  concern. 
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AGENCY  PROCUREMENT  PROBLEMS 

Moving  to  the  individual  agencies,  we  continue  to  see  the  same 
problems  that  we  have  seen  in  past  years.  In  particular,  emergency 
contracts,  excess  sole  source  contracts;  even  though  there  might  be 
determinations  and  findings  written,  it  does  not  justify  the  use  of 
that  type  of  procurement  method. 

We  find  the  overwhelming  problem  is  a  lack  of  adequate  plan- 
ning. We  also  continue  to  see  the  splitting  of  purchase  orders  so 
that  they  could  be  below  the  procurement  authority.  We  even  see 
cases  where  agencies  have  exceeded  their  procurement  authority. 

This  year  Mr.  McClendon  has  taken  steps  where  he  is  seeing  vio- 
lations of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act,  where  we  are  making  rec- 
ommendations that  people  be  removed  from  those  positions  as  con- 
tracting officers.  As  suggested  in  the  past,  one  of  the  problems  is 
the  lack  of  adequate  training  of  the  contracting  officers.  That  con- 
tinues to  be  a  problem.  We  have  people  performing  these  jobs  with- 
out having  the  appropriate  training. 

That  is  something  that  has  been  discussed  with  DAS;  and  once 
again,  we  have  to  think  about  funding,  what  we  can  afford  to  do. 
That  is  something  that  DAS  is  also  looking  at  to  see  how  they  can 
take  control  of  that  problem  with  the  limited  dollars  that  we  have. 

Mr.  McClendon.  One  of  the  major  problems  is  that  in  1985 
when  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  was  enacted  the  District  of 
Columbia  transferred  centralized  procurement  to  the  department, 
but  the  resources  were  not  transferred  with  that  responsibility.  We 
think  that  accounts  for  many  of  the  problems  that  the  Department 
of  Administrative  Services  has  now.  There  are  agencies  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  which  have  just  as  many  contracting  people  as 
the  Department  of  Administrative  Services,  and  as  a  result,  it  is 
very  difficult  for  the  Department  to  keep  up  with  the  workload  that 
it  has. 

That  is  one  of  the  problems,  that  we  have  centralized  without 
centralizing  the  resources,  and  until  DAS  is  given  the  resources  to 
do  an  adequate  job,  I  think  we  will  continue  to  have  some  of  the 
problems  that  we  see. 

Some  of  the  problems  are  just  attitudinal  problems.  We  tried  to 
restore  the  concept  that  there  is  a  fiduciary  duty,  that  they  should 
treat  District  of  Columbia  money  as  if  it  were  their  own  when  it 
comes  to  spending  money.  If  you  wouldn't  spend  $5  for  a  gallon  of 
milk  of  your  own  money,  don't  spend  $5  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia's money  for  a  gallon  of  milk,  either.  We  want  to  cut  down  on 
some  of  the  waste  that  we  see. 

We  did  focus  on  sole  source  contracting.  The  numbers  that  you 
see  in  this  report  really  don't  give  you  the  information  that  we 
have  found.  The  Procurement  Review  Committees  have  reviewed 
certain  things,  and  that  is  what  is  in  the  report. 

506  SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS 

We  had  at  least  506  sole  source  contracts  this  year  out  of  ap- 
proximately 3,032  contracts.  As  Mrs.  Williams  explained,  we  do 
have  a  procurement  management  system.  One  of  the  things  an 
agency  head  is  supposed  to  do  when  he  enters  into  a  contract  is  to 
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designate  the  t3T)e  of  contract  it  is.  In  37  percent  of  the  cases,  how- 
ever, that  was  not  done. 

When  we  say  506  contracts,  there  could  be  more,  but  we  don't 
know,  because  37  percent  of  the  contracts  that  were  put  into  the 
system  did  not  designate  the  tj^e  of  contract  that  it  was. 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  Three  hundred  and  five  sole  source 

Mr.  McClendon.  Three  hundred  and  five  sole  source  and  503 
emergency  contracts. 

PROCUREMENT  TASK  FORCE 

Mr.  Ddcon.  I  notice  your  operational  audit  report  of  the  District's 
procurement  activities  states  that  the  City  Administrator  estab- 
lished a  Procurement  Task  Force  to  address  certain  tasks  related 
to  procurement,  but  no  action  has  been  taken  to  date.  When  was 
that  task  force  established? 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  That  task  force  was  during  fiscal  year 
1992  and  during  the  first  quarter  of  1993. 

SOLE  source/emergency  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  DrxON.  Now,  as  it  relates  to  sole  sourcing  and  emergency 
contracts,  I  assume  that  an  emergency  contract  can  be  a  sole 
source  contract? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes. 

"emergency"  definition/failure  to  plan 

Mr.  Dexon.  What  are  the  requirements  for  an  emergency  con- 
tract? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  believe  it  has  to  be — it  is  basically,  it  has  to 
be  something  that  is  so  unusual — almost  an  act  of  God,  a  thunder- 
storm, but  something  that  is  so  unusual  that  it  would  require  that 
you  do  the  thing  on  an  emergency  basis.  There  is  a  standard.  I 
think  it  talks  about 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  it  in  your 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  On  page  33  of  our  report,  paragraph  D, 
Emergency  Procurement. 

Mr.  Istook.  If  they  are  going  to  be  citing  from  a  report,  do  they 
have  copies  for  all  Committee  Members? 

Mr.  Haste.  I  think  that  we  furnished  copies  to  Committee  Mem- 
bers prior. 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  can  articulate  the  standard  for  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  They  are  making  reference  to  one  of  their  reports 
that  they  have  made  this  year.  A  copy  was  forwarded  to  the  Com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  McClendon.  The  emergency  condition,  I  think  they  refer  to 
something  like  a  flood,  epidemic,  riot,  equipment  failure  or  other 
things — something  pretty  unusual.  But  not  failure  to  plan. 

DETERMINATION  AND  FINDINGS/DAS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Does  there  have  to  be  a  determination  and  findings 
statement  as  it  relates  to  the  emergency? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  is  my  understanding  from  reading  your  report  that 
the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  must  make  a  deter- 
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mination  and  findings  that,  in  fact,  there  is  justification  for  the  sole 
source. 

Mr.  McClendon.  What  it  does  is — sole  source  contract,  any 
agency  to  contract — some  do  their  own  contracting  and  only  when 
the  contract  reaches  a  certain  level  are  they  required  to  go  to  the 
Department  of  Administrative  Services.  But  any  contract  for  sole 
source  has  to  have  a  determination  and  findings. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Who  makes  that  determination  and  findings? 

Mr.  McClendon.  The  contracting  officer. 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  thought  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 
made  the  determination  and  findings. 

Mr.  McClendon.  Well,  it  would  be  the  contracting  officer  at  the 
Department  of  Administrative  Services.  If  it  is  not  over  $25,000, 
then  the  agency  can  make  that  determination  and  issue  the  con- 
tract without  going  to  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services; 
but  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  does  make  the  de- 
termination. Oftentimes  the  agency,  however,  will  send  a  contract 
to  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  with  a  D&F  in  it, 
and  the  Department  will  either  concur  that  it  is  an  emergency  con- 
tract or  not  concur. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Were  you  able  to  ascertain  how  many  times  the  De- 
partment of  Administrative  Services  turned  down  a  request? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No,  we  did  not  make  a  finding. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  But  you  were  able  to  ascertain  where  there  had  been 
a  sole  source  procurement  with  no  D&F? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Our  biggest  problem  is  not  that  there  were  not 
D&F's  in  the  files;  even  when  there  were  D&F's,  they  don't  justify 
a  sole  source  procurement.  Just  putting  a  D&F  in  a  file,  that  is 
easy. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  So  there  were  occasions  when  a  D&F  was  not  even 
filed 

Mr.  McClendon.  There  were  occasions  where  the  D&F's  were 
not  in  the  file,  when  there  was  a  sole  source  procurement. 

CONTRACTING  OFFICER  FOR  DAS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Within  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services, 
which  will  be  up  next,  who  specifically  is  its  contracting  officer  who 
has  to  sign  off? 

Mr.  McClendon.  The  contracting  authority  is  in  the  agency 
heads.  However,  that  contracting  authority  may  be  delegated  to 
other  people.  I  would  imagine  the  head  of  the  agency  does  some  re- 
views and  the  contracting  officers  within  the  agency  also  do  re- 
views. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  in  fact  you  found  a  few  occasions  where  the  De- 
partment of  Administrative  Services  had  made  sole  source  pur- 
chases and  a  D&F  was  not  even  filed;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McClendon.  That  is  correct. 

CONTRACT  FOR  PRESIDENTIAL  INAUGURATION  BLEACHERS  (SEE  PP. 
229^-2314  FOR  ADDITIONAL  TESTIMONY) 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  getting  to  the  justification  for  the  sole  source, 
the  one  that  has  been  in  the  newspaper  was  the  one  about  the 
bleachers  for  the  presidential  inauguration;  and  I  gather,  since  you 
cited  that  one  in  your  report,  you  did  not  think  the  justification 
was  adequate? 
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Mr.  McClendon.  No.  I  mean  there  is  more  than  one  source  for 
building  bleachers  for  an  inauguration.  And  that  is  basically  the 
standard  there. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Has  the  history  of  building  the  bleachers — ^this  event 
occurs  every  four  years,  so  has  it  always  been  a  sole  source  con- 
tract? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  believe  so,  frankly.  I  can't  say  emphatically, 
but  based  upon  conversations  I  have  had  with  people,  I  believe  so. 
I  don't  know  about  the  vendor  though. 

There  has  been  discussion  about  finding  a  place  to  store  these 
bleachers. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  page  is  that  on?  You  have  a  whole  paragraph 
in  here  on  that. 

Mr.  McClendon.  Under  DPW,  Department  of  Public  Works. 
They  are  the  ones  that  gave  this  contract. 

Mr.  Dixon.  On  pages  29  and  30,  it  says  the  two  reasons  justify- 
ing the  sole  source  were  security  factors  and  the  short  time  frame 
involved. 

Barbara,  did  you  probe  that?  What  were  the  security  factors? 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  This  was  a  DPW  one,  so  I  cannot  answer 
that.  I  don't  have  the  answer  to  that  question. 

sole-source  purchase  of  filing  cabinets 

Mr.  Dixon.  Your  report  refers  to  a  contract  where  the  Depart- 
ment of  Administrative  Services  sole-sourced  the  purchase  of  some 
filing  cabinets.  Are  you  familiar  with  that  one? 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  Yes.  That  is  in  the  back  of  the  report. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  particulars  of  that  sole 
source  procurement? 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  Yes.  I  don't  have  the  working  papers  in 
front  of  me,  where  I  can  just  give  you  all  of  the  details. 

REPORT  SHOULD  EXPLAIN  BOTH  SIDES 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  problem  with  the  report  from  my  perspective  is 
that  it  does  not  give  the  particular  agency's  side  of  the  story;  it  just 
comes  to  a  conclusion,  I  guess  based  on  what  was  said.  So  it  is 
hard  to — I  mean,  these  are  snarl  words  here,  but  from  your  report 
it  is  hard  to  determine  what  the  facts  actually  are. 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  I  understand  your  concern.  We  per- 
formed a  review  here.  We  were  looking  through  the  files  looking  for 
documentation  to  support  the  contract  and  price  analysis;  and 
when  we  did  not  find  that,  of  course  we  had  discussions  with  the 
agency  because  sometimes  things  could  be  misfiled  or  whatever. 
We  gave  them  an  opportunity  to  provide  the  documentation. 

^^at  you  see  cited  here  are  cases  where  documentation  was  not 
provided. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Not  provided?  I  mean,  in  the  case  of— as  I  under- 
stand it,  there  are  some  cases  where  there  was  no  documentation 
and  then  there  were  indications  where  there  was  documentation 
but  your  office  didn't  think  the  documentation  justified  the  sole 
source  procurement. 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  saying  that  it  seems  to  me  your  report  would 
be  more  helpful  if  the  underlying  documents  or  conversations  were 
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explained.  When  you  asked  DPW — are  these  their  words,  or  did 
you  extract 

Mr.  McClendon.  These  are  their  words.  We  do  a  full  report,  a 
specific  report  that  goes  to  the  agency  in  draft;  and  the  agency  re- 
sponds to  that  report,  and  we  issue  a  final  report.  To  the  extent 
that  the  agency  has  made  declarations  which  we  believe  justify 
whatever  they  have  done,  that  is  incorporated  into  the  report. 

This  is  a  summary 

SUMMARY  OF  INDIVIDUAL  REPORTS 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  is  summarized,  not  incorporated? 

Mr.  McClendon.  In  this  report,  that  is  true.  These  are  just  sum- 
maries of  reports  we  have  issued  during  the  course  of  the  year. 
These  are  summaries  of  reports. 

If  you  read  the  actual  reports,  the  information  you  are  seeking 
would  be  in  those  reports.  This  is  just  a  summary  of  everything  we 
have  done  over  the  course  of  a  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay. 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  All  individual  reports. 

Mr.  McClendon.  We  take  £dl  the  reports  we  have  done  over  the 
course  of  a  year  £ind  summarize  them  and  put  them  into  a  full  re- 
port, so  that  people  will  have  an  idea  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  they  don't  necessarily  have  an  idea  of  what  is 
going  on.  The  press  takes  your  summary,  and  writes  a  story  based 
on  that  information.  I  look  at  this  and  I  can't  tell  a  lot.  I  can  get 
an  idea  of  what  is  happening.  I  am  saying,  where  you  use  illustra- 
tions, it  seems  that  you  would  use  the  underlying  document. 

For  instance,  a  "short  time  frame  involved".  I  don't  know  wheth- 
er that  means  that  it  had  to  be  built  in  24  or  48  hours;  or  they 
didn't  know  that  they  were  going  to  have  bleacher  requirements. 
I  don't  know  what  a  short  time  frame  means  here.  But  you  are  say- 
ing those  are  their  words. 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  They  are  not  in  quotations. 

Mr.  McClendon.  No,  but  it  is  a  paraphrasing  of  their  position. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  saying  that  documents  like  this  can  be  so  dam- 
aging that  I  don't  know  if  its  appropriate  to  paraphrase  somebody 
else's  justification.  It  is  not  a  big  thing;  it  is  just  that  you  read  this 
document  and  you  become  very  concerned.  But  perhaps  there  are 
good  justifications.  That  is  my  only  point. 

ERROR  IN  BUDGET  JUSTIFICATIONS 

I  notice  that  for  the  last  two  or  three  years  in  your  budget — and 
you  may  not  directly  deal  with  this  at  all — ^that  the  budget  always 
includes  intradistrict  funds,  $48,000  for  FY  1993,  FY  1994  and  FY 
1995,  but  for  FY  1993  you  show  no  funds  being  received. 

Mr.  McClendon.  That  is  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administra- 
tion for  one  position. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right.  So  you  never  get  that  money? 

Mr.  Haste.  No.  In  each  case  we  have  gotten  it  each  year  from 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  through  the  Department  of 
Public  Works. 

We  do  realize  that  money  prior  to  the  end  of  the  year. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  I  had  Mr.  Miconi  go  back,  and  the  revised  budgets 
always  come  up  showing  zero. 

In  other  words,  at  the  front  end  of  FY  1993  your  budget  showed 
you  were  going  to  get  $48,000.  But  looking  at  the  actual  amount 
received  it  shows  you  received  zero.  I  will  show  it  to  you. 

Now  you  may  not  be  the  appropriate  person  to  respond  to  that, 
but — you  see  it  there? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Where  it  says  other  funds? 

Mr.  Haste.  The  1993  actual,  that  is  an  error,  is  the  only  thing 
I  can  say. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  an  error? 

Mr.  Haste.  I  am  sony.  In  1993,  it  says  zero. 

Mr.  DrxON.  How  much  did  you  receive? 

Mr.  Haste.  $48,000.  This  has  to  be  an  error. 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Haste.  I  can  only  attribute  that  to  our 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  explain  it  to  you  this  way. 

In  1993,  your  total  budget  was  $1,332  milHon. 

Mr.  Haste.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Dealing  with  a  $48,000  component. 

Mr.  Haste.  Correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  revised  or  final  actual  budget  for  intradistrict 
shows  zero,  but  the  total  expenditure  for  the  agency  remains  at 
$1,332  million. 

Mr.  Haste.  Correct.  The  only  thing  I  can  say  is,  we  definitely  got 
the  money  and 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  do  you  know  whether  you  spent  $1,332  million  or 
$1,378  million  in  FY  1993? 

Mr.  Haste.  The  1992  actual 

Mr.  Dixon.  FY  1993. 

Mr.  Haste.  Our  FY  1993  actual  expenditures- 


Mr.  Dixon.  We  went  back,  and  this  is  consistent.  It  has  always 
dropped,  and  it  says  zero. 

Mr.  Haste.  The  $1,332  million  is  the  appropriated  expenditures 
as  opposed  to  including  the  intradistrict.  The  intradistrict 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  will  ask  the  Budget  office  about  it. 

Mr.  Haste.  The  only 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  shouldn't  say  zero. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  You  are  getting  $48,000  and  you  are  getting  it 
from 

Mr.  Haste.  The  Department  of  Public  Works,  from  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration. 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  is  a  position  of  the  Federal  Highway  Admin- 
istration. The  person  in  that  position  reviews  billings  from  the  Dis- 
trict to  and  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  I  will  ask  the  Budget  office  about  it  when  they 
come  up.  But  you  are  definitely  getting  the  money? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes,  definitely. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh. 

COPY  OF  report  for  REPUBLICAN  MEMBERS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Just  a  point  of  informa- 
tion for  the  Minority  side.  This  report — obviously,  it  would  have 
been  helpful  if  we  had  it  prior  to  the  hearings  so  we  could  prepare. 
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For  future  reference  any  information  that  the  District  sends  up  for 
the  Chairman's,  review  the  Minority  side  would  certainly  appre- 
ciate that  courtesy  also. 

REVIEW  OF  SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS 

A  question  on  these  sole  source  contracts.  How  are  these  brought 
to  the  Office  of  Inspector  General?  Does  the  Mayor  or  the  Council 
bring  these  requests?  Are  these  actual  procurements  that  you  re- 
view through  the  procurement  review  committee?  How  does  that 
process  work,  exactly? 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  comes  up  in  a  number  of  different  ways. 

We  went  into  agencies  this  year  with  the  idea  of  looking  at  sole 
source  procurement.  That  is  basically  how  it  came  up. 

Mr.  Walsh.  After  the  fact? 

Mr.  McClendon.  After  the  fact,  yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  you  have  a  post-audit  function? 

Mr.  McClendon.  We  perform  a  post-audit  function,  yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  On  page  13,  they  refer  to  a  Procurement  Review 
Committee.  At  what  point  in  the  process  does  that  committee  re- 
view these  procurements — after  the  fact? 

Mr.  McClendon.  They  are  supposed  to  agree  or  disagree  as  to 
whether  or  not  a  certain  contract  should  be  let.  So  it  is  not  after 
the  fact;  it  is  during  the  process.  They  are  part  of  the  contracting 
process. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Of  the  873  actions,  69  which  were  approved,  a  num- 
ber were  disapproved,  et  cetera.  Would  that  be  before  the  fact? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Does  this  procurement  review  committee  come  under 
your  jurisdiction? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No.  It  is  part  of  the  Department  of  Administra- 
tive Services. 

Mr.  Walsh.  In  your  post-audit  review  of  these  procurements,  is 
there  a  process  whereby  the  Mayor  can  introduce  these  to  the 
Council  or  the  Council  members  introduce  these  for  procurement? 
How  would  that  work  exactly? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  am  not  sure  of  the  question. 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  I  were  a  member  of  the  City  Council  and  we  need- 
ed to  buy  some  filing  cabinets,  and  my  committee  assignment  was 
District  Operations  and  we  wanted  to  go  to  this  one  sole  source, 
how  would  that  be  presented? 

Mr.  McClendon.  You  would  go  to  the  contracting  officer  in  the 
agency,  and  you  would  say,  I  want  some  filing  cabinets.  Then  that 
contracting  officer  would  begin  the  process  of  going  to  get  you  some 
filing  cabinets. 

To  the  extent  that  you  wanted  a  particular  person  to  have  that 
contract,  you  would  have  to  communicate  that  to  your  contracting 
officer.  They  would  have  to  make  a  determination  independent  of 
your  desire  as  to  whether  or  not  they  could  proceed  sole  source. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Would  a  department  head,  for  example,  go  to  the 
contracting  officer  or  would  one  of  the  elected  council  members? 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  could  be  anybody  within  the  agency  that  has 
a  need.  You  would  ask  your  contracting  officer  to  procure  that. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  the  contracting  officer's  decision  would  then  be 
subject  to  your  review? 
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Mr.  McClendon.  Yes.  If  a  contracting  officer  entered  into  a  sole 
source  contract  that  wasn't  justified  at  some  point  in  time,  we 
might  look  at  that.  We  don't  look  at  all  the  contracts.  We  are  not 
big  enough.  We  pick  a  sample. 

That  contract  would  be  subject  to  our  review  at  some  point  in 
time, 

ASSESSING  PROGRESS  ON  SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Do  you  feel  progress  has  been  made  on  the  subject 
of  sole  source  contracts? 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  is  hard  to  tell,  because  we  don't  know  how 
many  sole  source  contracts  were  let  last  year,  because  the  system 
that  contains  the  information  on  sole  source  contracting  and  all 
contracts  does  not  have  the  complete  information.  So  it  is  hard  to 
tell. 

Right  now,  given  the  figures  we  have  now,  it  is  about  6  percent; 
that  is  what  we  came  up  with,  about  6  percent,  but  that  is  not  a 
valid  figure  because  it  does  not  represent — ^it  might  not  represent 
all  the  sole  source  contracts  that  were  let  last  year,  because  all  the 
information  has  not  been  put  into  the  procurement  management 
system. 

CONTRACTING  OFFICERS  NOT  UPDATING  CENTRAL  SYSTEM 

We  have  a  system  whereby  contracting  officers  are  supposed  to 
put  contracting  information  in  it,  and  one  of  the  things  they  are 
supposed  to  put  in  it  is  "tjrpe  of  contract."  In  37  percent  of  the 
cases,  that  information  was  not  included  in  the  procurement  man- 
agement system,  so  we  don't  know  how  many  sole  source  contracts 
were  let  last  year. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Does  anyone? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  don't  see  how  they  could  if  the  information 
is  not  in  the  system. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Were  contracts  being  let  with  sole  source  providers 
that  there  is  no  audit  function  for;  is  that  what  you  are  saying? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No.  There  is  an  audit  function  for  those  con- 
tracts, but  the  information  is  not  being  put  into  a  centradized  sys- 
tem, so  if  you  were  to  pull  up  the  information  on  your  computer, 
you  would  not  be  able  to  tell  because  the  information  is  not  in 
there.  All  sole  source  contracts  are  subject  to  our  review,  and  it  is 
hit  or  miss.  We  don't  cover  every  agency. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  audit  a  certain  number  of  these  contracts.  Is 
there  one  place  to  go  to  detail  all  these? 

Mr.  McClendon.  There  should  be.  The  procurement  manage- 
ment system  is  the  one  place  you  would  go,  but  the  information  is 
not  all  in  there. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Does  that  concern  you? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes,  it  does.  That  is  not  DAS;  that  is  the  other 
agencies  that  are  not  putting  the  information  in.  If  our  procure- 
ment system  is  going  to  work,  we  have  to  have  complete  informa- 
tion put  in. 

So  that  does  concern  us,  and  we  are  pushing  our  agency  heads 
to  put  that  information  into  the  system  so  that  we  will  know  what 
is  going  on,  so  we  can  take  actions  to  correct  whatever  we  need  to 
correct  to  make  this  work. 
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We  have  a  financial  management  system  where  all  contracts  are 
Usted  but  the  information  is  not  complete  there  either. 

PROCUREMENT  AUDITS/SELECTION  CRITERIA 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  To  answer  your  question,  there  are  two 
ways  that  we  make  our  selection.  When  we  get  ready  to  do  our  pro- 
curement audits,  district-wide  we  go  into  the  financial  management 
system  and  get  a  dump  of  all  contracts  district-wide.  We  review 
that  and  look  at  the  various  activities  within  the  agencies,  looking 
at  the  number  of  contracts  and  dollar  amounts.  Based  on  that  in- 
formation, we  make  our  selection  of  what  agencies  should  be  au- 
dited. 

What  I  found  is  that  with  the  FMS  system,  our  financial  man- 
agement system,  where  I  should  be  able  to  go  in  and  identify  all 
contracts,  I  am  finding  that  all  contracts  are  not  identified  in  the 
system  as  contracts.  That  is  a  concern  that  I  have.  That  is  one  way. 

The  second  way  would  be  going  the  way  of  the  procurement  man- 
agement system,  which  Mr.  McClendon  has  been  talking  about. 
Ttiat  way  this  year,  that  is  what  we  found  once  again,  that  there 
are  some  agencies  who  are  not  putting  their  contracts  in  there  at 
all — in  addition  to  agencies  putting  contract  information  in,  but  the 
information  is  so  incomplete  that  you  cannot  determine  what  tvpe 
of  contract  there  is.  In  that  particular  case,  that  particular  problem 
has  been  discussed  with  DAS,  and  DAS  has  taken  steps  to  ensure 
that  the  information  is  put  in  the  system  and  the  information  is 
put  in  correctly. 

Furthermore,  as  I  stated  earlier,  DAS  has  a  monitoring  group 
who  will  be  monitoring  that  system.  And  our  office  would  be  will- 
ing— and  we  have  had  conversations  with  the  group — ^to  sit  down 
and  talk  with  them  and  give  them  guidance. 

I  feel  that  as  long  as  all  District  agencies,  first  of  all,  put  their 
information  in  that  system — I  think  that  is  the  first  step  that  has 
to  be  taken.  And,  of  course,  the  financial  management  system,  that 
is  a  whole  different  story. 

Mr.  Walsh.  It  would  seem  that  all  city  procurements  should  be 
available  to  you  with  complete  and  accurate  records  so  that  you  can 
do  your  job.  Obviously,  you  can't  do  it. 

AUDIT  THRESHOLD 

Is  there  a  certain  level  of  expenditure  below  which  you  do  not 
audit? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No.  One  of  the  things  we  look  at  when  we  get 
ready  to  do  our  procurement  plan  for  the  year  is  the  amount  of  the 
contractor  and  the  vendor.  Oftentimes  we  do  go  out  to  the  high- 
level  contracts,  but  we  go  out  to  small  contracts,  too,  if  we  have 
some  sense  or  get  some  information  that  there  may  be  improper 
conduct  involved  with  the  letting  of  that  contract. 

Price  is  a  factor  in  determining  what  we  will  audit,  but  it  is  not 
conclusive. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  encourage  you  to  do  everything  in  your  power  to 
get  all  this  information  in  one  place  so  you  can  perform  that  func- 
tion. It  is  very  important  and  there  is  great  potential  for  abuse.  If 
people  within  the  system  know  that  you  don't  have  that  informa- 
tion at  your  disposal,  the  potential  for  cheating  is  there. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Istook. 


APPROPRIATENESS  OF  CONTRACT  AMOUNTS/POTENTIAL  SAVINGS 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  On  the  whole  procure- 
ment issue,  Mr.  McClendon,  when  you  look  through  the  contracts — 
whether  they  be  emergency,  sole  source,  go  through  DAS  or  don't 
go  through  DAS,  you  highlight  those  that  you  have  a  question 
about  regarding  the  awarding  of  them.  But  that  is  not  the  same, 
of  course,  as  telling  us  what  would  have  been  a  proper  amount  that 
should  have  been  expended  for  a  particular  service  that  was  being 
purchased  on  behalf  of  the  taxpayers. 

Do  you  have  any  measure  that  you  can  pass  along  to  us;  if  we 
are  trying  to  look  at  the  bottom  line,  showing  how  much  the  tax- 
payers might  have  saved  if  normal  procedures  had  been  followed? 
Do  you  have  any  way  of  putting  a  figure  on  that  savings,  or  a 
range? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  think  we  tried  to.  The  auditors  in  the  office 
actually  tried  to  put  a  figure  on  what  we  might  have  saved,  but  I 
didn't  feel  comfortable  because  the  process  by  which  we  came  to 
that  figure  just  didn't  satisfy  me.  It  is  very  difficult  to  tell  unless 
you  actually  do  some  cost  and  pricing  data  analysis  prior  to  the  let- 
ting of  the  contracts,  and  we  haven't  done  that. 

That  was  one  of  the  things  we  wanted  to  focus  on  last  year.  The 
sole  source  issue  seemed  to  be  a  more  important  issue,  so  that  is 
what  we  focused  on.  We  have  not  done  cost  and  pricing  data  re- 
views to  tell  you  how  much  we  might  have  saved  if  we  had  gone 
to  the  open  market,  when  required,  compared  to  analysis  of  what 
other  jurisdictions  might  be  paying  for  the  same  service.  That  is 
the  sort  of  thing  you  would  have  to  do  in  order  to  be  able  to  rep- 
resent to  someone  what  you  might  have  saved.  We  have  not  done 
a  comparative  analysis  of  cost  and  pricing  data  for  certain  t3T)es  of 
contracts. 

Mr.  Istook.  Are  you  trying  to  refine  that?  Is  there  anything  that 
you  have  come  up  with?  That  is  a  serious  question  because  there 
is  a  difference  between  saying  "I  think  we  can  refine  this  figure," 
and  saying,  "we  just  don't  have  the  resources  or  the  ability  to  re- 
fine that  figure." 

Mr.  McClendon.  We  have  not — I  have  not  tried  to  refine  the  fig- 
ure; nor  have  I  asked  my  staff"  to  try  to  refine  the  figure.  Because, 
again,  the  only  accurate  information  I  believe  you  could  have  in 
such  a  situation  is  where  you  have  done  a  comparative  analysis 
where  you  have  someone  buying  an  item  on  a  competitive  basis 
and  compare  the  competitive  price  against  the  sole  source  price, 
and  the  difference  will  be  probably  what  you  might  have  saved  if 
you  had  gone  that  route.  TTiat  is  the  only  way  you  could  come  up 
with  a  figure  sajang,  this  is  how  much  I  have  saved. 

POTENTIAL  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Istook.  Obviously,  I  would  like  to  know  the  figure  even  if 
it  is  one  that  you  don't  have  confidence  in.  At  the  same  time,  I  real- 
ize that  you  don't  want  to  throw  a  figure  out  that  you  have  no  con- 
fidence in.  I  am  trying  to  get  a  concept  of  range  of  potentied  sav- 
ings. 
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Page  16  has  the  schedule  of  reviews  by  the  procurement  review 
committee,  $392  miUion  worth  of  contracts,  which  are  just  the  ones 
that  came  through  procurement  review.  On  the  figures  you  gave 
before,  there  were  something  like  305  sole  source  contracts  that 
ou  questioned,  and  only  104  of  them  were  involved  in  this  particu- 
ar  figure. 

You  had  503  emergency  contracts,  but  only  40  of  them  were  in- 
volved in  this  figure.  So  the  totsd  dollar  figure  involving  the  con- 
tracts that  go  through  sole  source,  emergency  contracts  and  so 
forth  has  got  to  be  substantially  larger  than  this  $392  million  fig- 
ure. 

I  am  trying  to  get  some  ball  park  idea  of  how  much  of  the  tax- 
payers' money  is  being  wasted  potentially.  But  I  don't  want  you  to 
give  a  figure  that  is  totally  out  of  the  blue.  Can  you  help  us  out? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Like  I  said,  I  was  given  that  figure.  I  didn't 
feel  comfortable  with  it.  I  would  say  that  there  is  probably  a  ques- 
tion. There  is  a  substantial  amount  of  money  that  probably  is  lost 
as  a  result  of  sole  source  contracting.  One  of  the  problems  is,  you 
never  know  whether  it  is  a  legitimate  contract  or  whether  some- 
body is  giving  the  contract  to  their  mother,  father,  sister  or  broth- 
er. That  is  why  we  look  at  the  contracts  the  way  we  do. 

There  is  a  figure,  but  that  figure  includes  what  we  think  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  may  have  saved  if  they  had  gotten  procurements 
all  the  way  across  the  board.  But  that  figure  was  not  segregated 
in  such  a  way  to  find  out  how  much  we  would  have  saved  going 
competitive  versus  sole  source. 

LARGEST  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  If  I  understand  this  chart,  the  agencies  requested 
that  63  separate  contracts  worth  more  than  a  million  dollars  each 
be  approved.  They  approved  46  of  them.  But  the  dollar  amount  of 
those  is  $202  million,  so  we  evidently  have  some  very  substantial 
contracts  there. 

LARGEST  CONTRACT  OUTSIDE  NORMAL  PROCEDURES 

Can  you  recall,  which  is  the  biggest  of  the  contracts  that  went 
through  this  process  that  was  not  going  through  the  normal  proce- 
dure? 

Mr.  McClendon.  That  did  not  go  through  the  procedure?  The 
biggest  contract  of  the  46  that  were  approved? 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Yes. 

Ms.  Jackson-Willlvms.  I  do  not  have  that  information  with  me. 

Mr.  McClendon.  We  will  get  back  to  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE   MAYOR 


OFFICE  OF  THE   INSPECTOR  GENERAL 


419   12th  street    N  W      RM     804 
WASHINGTON    DC      200O4 


The  Honorable  Julian  C.  Dixon 

Chairman,  D.C.  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

U.S.  Capitol,  Room  H-218 

Washington,  D.C.  20115 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


Pursuant  to  the  congressional  testimony  given  on  Tuesday,  May  17,  1994,  the 
following  information  is  provided  in  response  to  Mr.  Istook's  question  on  page  29  of 
the  transcript. 

Question: 

Those  that  involved  contracts  more  than  a  million  dollars,  if  I  understand  this 
chart...,  what  is  the  biggest  of  the  contracts  that  went  through  this  process 
that  was  not  going  through  the  normal  procedure? 

ResDonse: 

Contract  No.  910104AA20KA 

Agency  -  D.C.  Department  of  Public  Works 

Contractor  -  Kiewit  Construction  Company 

Amount  -  $32,761,244 

Purpose  -  Reconstruction/Widening  of  Penn.  Ave.  Bridge 


Respectfully, 

familel  McClendon 
Insnector  General 


^ 
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CONTRACTS  INVOLVING  RELATIVES 


Mr.  ISTOOK.  You  mentioned  you  never  knew  whether  somebody 
is  giving  the  contract  to  their  father,  mother,  sister  or  brother.  Did 
your  office  get  into  any  analysis  to  determine  whether  any  of  these 
questionable  contracts  had  involved  any  relatives? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No,  we  didn't. 

PRIOR  YEAR  REPORT 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  I  notice  this  is  the  eighth  annual  procurement  report 
that  you  have  done 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  I  have  not  seen  the  one  you  did  last  year.  Are  any 
of  your  findings  this  year  significantly  different  than  what  they 
were  last  year? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  And  your  report  last  year  basically  said  the  same 
thing  to  the  Mayor  and  City  administrator  as  you  are  sajdng  at 
this  time? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Basically,  yes. 

ACTIONS  TO  IMPROVE  PROCUREMENT  PROCESS 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Has  anything  been  done  to  examine  it  in  the  past 
year? 

Mr.  McClendon.  The  one  thing  we  have  tried  to  do  is  to  get 
agency  heads  to  remove  people  who  we  feel  are  flagrantly  violating 
the  Procurement  Practices  Act.  We  see  that  as  being  the  strongest 
remedy,  to  let  contracting  officers  know  that  if  they  engage  in  a 
pattern  of  ignoring  the  Procurement  Practices  Act,  that  they  will 
be  removed;  and  we  have  had  some  removals  this  year. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  How  many? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Two  or  three.  One  at  DPW,  one  at  DHS  and 
one  at  Finance  and  Revenue. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  I  don't  know  how  to  measure  two  or  three  removals 
against  the  total  number  of  contracting  officers  that  are  involved 
in  what  may  be  abusing  the  process. 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  is  not  that  many.  We  hoped  that  removing 
one  person  would  act  as  a  deterrent  to  others,  out  of  12  agencies. 
That  doesn't  mean  that  the  contracting  officers  who  were  removed 
were  the  main  contracting  officers  for  that  agency. 

RESPONSIBILITY  WITHOUT  RESOURCES 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  You  mentioned  transfer  of  responsibility — 

Mr.  McClendon.  We  were  given  a  responsibility,  but  not  the  re- 
sources to  carry  out  that  responsibility. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Because  the  agencies  still  have  their  own  contract- 
ing officers  that  act  directly.  Does  the  problem  of  having  current 
information  in  the  system  involve  only  DAS  or  is  it  within  the 
other  agencies,  or  is  it  a  mix? 

Mr.  McClendon.  It  is  a  mix. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  So  DAS  is  having  the  same  problem  as  other  agen- 
cies are? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  don't  know  if  we  found  that  problem  in  DAS. 
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AGENCIES  NOT  REPORTING  INFORMATION  TO  PROCUREMENT  SYSTEM 

The  basic  problem  is  that  other  agencies  are  not  reporting  this 
to  the  procurement  management  system. 

I  retract  that  statement.  There  was  a  problem  at  the  Department 
of  Administrative  Services  as  well. 

SPLIT  CONTRACTS 

Another  big  problem  is  that  oftentimes,  as  Ms.  Williams  men- 
tioned, people  will  split  contracts  so  they  don't  have  to  give  them 
to  DAS.  The  procurement  review  committee  is  like  a  safety  net.  It 
is  a  group  that  looks  at  a  contract  with  no  interest  in  the  contract 
except  to  make  sure  that  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  District 
to  let  the  contracts. 

It  allows  an  independent  entity  to  review  a  contract  so,  hopefully, 
if  a  person  is  trying  to  give  a  contract  to  his  mother,  father,  sister 
or  brother  it  will  be  caught  at  that  level. 

You  could  let  a  million  dollar  contract  and  break  it  into  10  sepa- 
rate contracts,  you  don't  have  to  go  to  DAS,  but  the  person  still 
gets  the  million  dollars. 

COMPARISON  WITH  HOUSING  BRIBES 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  We  saw  the  media  reports  in  recent  months  about 
people  pajdng  bribes  to  get  housing  vouchers  and  entrance  into 
public  housing  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  that  was  involving 
the  payment  of  bribes  for  things  that  weren't  worth  near  as  much 
as  some  of  these  contracts  are  worth. 

Is  there  any  reason  to  believe  that  there  is  a  similar  network 
that  could  be  involved  in  any  of  these  questionable  practices? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Again,  that  would  be  very  difficult.  I  have  no 
reason  to  believe  that  there  is  a  network  at  work  here.  I  mean,  I 
have  no  reason  to  believe  that  that  is  going  on. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Do  you  have  any  suspicions  regarding  individuals? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Every  now  and  then,  yes,  certain  information 
arises  which  makes  you  question  whether  or  not  a  transaction  was 
a  bona  fide  transaction. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  I  won't  ask  you  specifics  because  I  presume  you  have 
reported  those  to  the  proper  enforcement  authorities. 

Mr.  McClendon.  Right. 

ASSESSMENT  OF  EFFORTS  BY  CITY  TO  MAKE  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  What  is  your  assessment  of  what  is  or  is  not  being 
done  by  the  city  administration  to  address  these  problems? 

Mr.  McClendon.  That  is  a  very  difficult  question  for  me  to  an- 
swer, as  well.  All  we  basically  do  is  report  on  the  problems.  There 
was  a  procurement  task  force  set  up,  and  I  guess  at  some  point  in 
time — it  may  still  be  ongoing;  it  is  hard  to  tell — ^there  has  been  that 
effort,  and  I  know  that  the  present  director  of  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  has  come  up  with  several  initiatives  that 
we  hope  will  cure  some  of  these  problems;  and  we  are  optimistic 
about  those  initiatives. 

One  of  them  is  the  monitoring  of  contracts  at  a  much  higher  level 
than  has  been  done  in  the  past.  I  know  he  has  recently  instituted 
a  process  and  a  program  where  monitoring  is  a  primary  objective 
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of  that  agency.  But  he  would  be  in  a  better  position  to  describe 
what  has  been  done  as  a  result  of  this  report  and  as  a  result  of 
conversations  he  has  said. 

That  would  be  Mr.  Bruce  Marshall,  head  of  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Thank  you. 

SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS/SAVINGS  LOST 

Mr.  DrxON.  I  would  like  to  get  back  to  sole  sourcing  for  a  minute, 
to  follow  up  on  what  Mr.  Istook  talked  about. 

You  said  that  your  staff  came  up  with  a  figure? 

Mr.  McClendon.  The  figure  they  gave  me  was  a  figure  that  in- 
volved all  contracting,  that  if  all  contracting  for  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia were  done  properly,  this  is  what  we  might  have  saved.  I 
don't  know  how  my  staff  came  up  with  that  figure.  They  are  re- 
sponsible, however. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  I  understand  that.  I  didn't  intend  to  ask  you  for  the 
figure. 

What  went  into  arriving  at  this  figure?  What  factors  went  into 
arriving  at  whatever  this  figure  was? 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  The  various  agencies,  what  we  were 
looking  at  was  cost  savings,  and  what  we  actually  did,  we  actually 
went  through  our  working  papers,  reviewed  the  report  looking  at 
the  findings;  when  there  were  cases  documenting  what  cost  savings 
would  be,  those  were  the  amounts  that  we  picked  up. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Evidently  you  did  this? 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  No.  The  work  was  done  by  all  the  audi- 
tors throughout  the  office. 

What  I  asked  them  to  do  was  go  through  all  the  reports  and 
identify,  coining  from  their  working  papers,  anywhere  where  they 
could  show  a  cost  savings. 

Mr.  McClendon.  He  wants  you  to  tell  him  how  we  performed 
that. 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  For  example,  this  is  just 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let  me  give  you  an  example.  The  Department  of  Ad- 
ministrative Services  bought  file  cabinets  using  a  sole  source  con- 
tract. Now,  take  it  from  there. 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  All  right.  That  particular  one  that  you 
cited,  I  don't  have  the  cost  savings  for  that.  If  I  were  to  do  that 
I  would  have  to  contact  several  companies  that  do  the  same  thing, 
ask  them  what  were  their  prices  during  that  period  when  the  pur- 
chase was  made,  so  that  I  could  have  some  comparison.  That  is 
what  it  would  take  to  determine  what  the  actual  cost  savings 
might  have  been. 

We  did  not  do  that. 

Mr.  DrxON.  Then  how  did  you  arrive  at  the  cost  savings? 

Ms.  Jackson- Williams.  It  is  not  on  every  single  thing. 

But  another  example,  say  if  we  had  a  contract  and  say  the  con- 
tract had  option  years,  if  tlus  is  a  good  example. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Option  years? 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  I  hope  I  am  not  going  down  a  different 
path.  That  is  not  a  good  example. 

Say  we  have  a  contract  and  the  contract  had  additional  services 
added  on,  just  additional  services  added  on,  and  there  is  no  jus- 
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tification  for  those  additional  services  and  those  additional  services 
cost  us  in  excess  of  what  we  paid  the  previous  year.  So  I  am  look- 
ing at  the  difference  between  that  and  what  we  originally  paid,  and 
I  am  saying  that  this  cost  the  District  this  much  additional  money 
because  we  didn't  put  it  out  for  competitive  bids. 

I  could  look  at  that  as  being  a  difference,  for  example. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  is  my  understanding  that  sole  source  contracts  do 
not  necessarily  mean  that  they  are  not  competitive  with  the  market 
as  it  relates  to  dollar  amounts. 

Ms.  Jackson-Williams.  I  understand.  Sole  source  usually  means 
that  there  is  one  available  source.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  for  a 
good  many  of  these  contracts,  there  are  several  sources. 

So  once  again  to  answer  your  question,  one  would  have  to  actu- 
ally go  to  those  other  sources  and  determine  what  the  cost  was  at 
that  period  of  time  so  we  could  have  something  to  compare  against. 

Mr.  Haste.  The  problem  with  the  concept  of  coming  up  with  an 
estimate  of  how  much  we  might  have  saved,  had  we  handled  pro- 
curement as  described,  is  that  there  is  no  solid  methodology  for 
doing  that.  The  acid  test  is,  in  a  competitive  situation,  what  is  the 
price  that  you  would  have  arrived  at?  That  is  the  test  that  is  miss- 
ing. 

Once  you  have  entered  into  a  sole  source  procurement,  there  are 
comparisons  that  you  can  make.  We  don't  do  that  because  it  is  a 
very  time-consuming  process,  but  that  is  the  real  difficulty  of  com- 
ing up  with  an  answer  when  you  look  at  this  chart  and  talk  about 
the  number  of  dollars  listed,  what  those  dollars  might  have  been 
in  a  competitive  situation. 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  how  did  the  staff  come  up  with  the  figure? 

Mr.  Haste.  In  certain  instances,  they  came  up  with  individual 
examples  of  where  they  could  do  a  comparison  and  where  they  had 
the  information. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  then  they  extrapolated  from  that  for  all  the  con- 
tracts? 

Mr.  Haste.  That  is  what  they  attempted  to  do. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  then  the  staff  used  inappropriate  methodology  to 
come  up  with  a  figure  that  ultimately  the  Inspector  General  re- 
jected; is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Haste.  The  bottom  line  is  yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Ultimately,  the  staff  used  an  inappropriate  procedure 
to  come  up  with  a  figure 

Mr.  Haste.  Which  Mr.  McClendon  rejected. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  is  the  answer  to  that? 

Mr.  Haste.  The  answer  is  yes. 

reporting  suspected  criminal  activity 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  McClendon,  Congressman  Istook  said  something 
to  the  effect  that  he  assumed  that  you  had  turned  over  to  the  prop- 
er authorities  any  cases  involving  suspected  criminal  activity;  and 
you  s£iid,  that  is  correct.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McClendon.  We  have  turned  over  a  number  of  matters  to 
the  U.S.  Attorney's  Office  over  the  years.  We  have  turned  over  this 
year 

Mr.  Dixon.  Based  on  this  report,  did  you  turn  over  any? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Probably 
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Mr.  Dexon.  This  is  your  FY  1993  annual  review? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Exactly.  Probably  not  procurement-related  ac- 
tions, but  investigative  actions. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Do  you  want  to  explain  that? 

Mr.  McClendon.  This  is  a  procurement  report  and  we  do  inves- 
tigations and  audits.  I  don't  know  if  we  have  turned  over  any  cases 
involving  audits  this  year,  but  we  have  turned  over  some  cases  that 
emanated  from  investigations. 

Mr.  DrxON.  As  it  relates  to  procurement? 

Mr.  McClendon.  One  of  them  relates  to  procurement  and  that 
is — one  of  them  did  involve  payments.  Actually,  we  have  started  to 
put  something  about  that  in  the  procurement  report,  but  it  wasn't 
a  pure  procurement  matter  so  we  didn't  put  it  in,  because  it  in- 
volved assignments  and  payments. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  So  none  of  the  contracts  that  you  use  as  illustrations 
in  this  procurement  review  here  were  turned  over  to  any 

Mr.  McClendon.  No. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Anybody  for  criminal  sanctions? 

Mr.  McClendon.  No. 

problem  agencies 

Mr.  Dkon.  Would  you  say  that  DPW  and  DHS  and  DAS  are  pri- 
marily the  agencies  that  tend  to  abuse  procurements? 

Mr.  McClendon.  That  is  what  we  found  this  year,  DAS  more  so 
than  the  other  two  agencies.  There  may  be  a  reason  for  that  such 
as  the  number  of  contracts  in  the  agency. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  you  have  recommended,  I  guess  to  the  agency 
heads,  some  disciplinary  action  against  certain  employees;  and  in 
some  cases,  not  all  of  the  cases,  disciplinary  action  has  been  taken? 

Mr.  McClendon.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Is  there  anything  else  the  three  of  you  would  like  to 
add? 

Mr.  McClendon.  I  don't  think  so.  I  think  that  just  about  does 
it. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Mr.  Walsh? 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  came  late,  and  I  apologize.  You  are  all  with  the  In- 
spector General's  office? 

Mr.  McClendon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  And  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  will 
be  up  next? 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Mr.  Istook? 

Mr.  Istook.  Nothing  further. 

questions  for  the  record 

Mr.  Ddcon.  I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  you  to 
answer  for  the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Inspector  General's  re- 
sponses follow:] 
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OFFICE  OF  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

Question 

1.    I  notice  on  page  20  of  the  Operations  Budget  documents  you  show  one  position 
and  $48,000  in  "Intra-District  Funds"  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 

For  "FY  1993  actual"  you  show  one  position  but  no  funds.  However,  in  your  FY 
1993  request  vou  showed  one  position  and  $48.000  from  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  (p.  1-54,  FY  1993  justifications). 


a. 


What  happened  to  the  $48,000  you  were  planning  to  get  from  Public  Works 
in  FY  1993? 


How  were  you  able  to  pay  that  person? 
What  was  the  source  of  the  funds  you  used? 

b.  Have  you  received  any  of  the  $48,000  for  FY  1994  yet? 

c.  How  certain  are  you  of  receiving  the  $48,000  for  FY  1995? 

Response 

1.  The  Office  of  Inspector  General  (GIG)  received  the  $48,000  from  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  (DPW)  for  FY  1993.  Documentation  used  to  transfer  the  funds 
was  not  properly  completed  until  new  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  therefore  the 
$48,000  did  not  appear  in  the  Financial  Management  System  (FMS)  which  appeared 
as  though  OIG  did  not  received  the  funds.  The  funds  were  received. 

OIG  has  already  received  the  $48,906  for  FY  1994.   (See  Attachment  1) 

We  are  certain  of  receiving  the  same  funds  for  FY  1995. 

Question 

2.  I  notice  on  page  21  of  the  Operations  Budget  document  you  state  that  as  a 
result  of  your  audit,  the  District  was  allowed  "to  reprogram  $3,200,000  in 
federal  funds  for  other  District  projects." 

a.    Could  you  elaborate  on  that  statements  --  What  programs/agencies 
benefitted  from  the  $3.2  million  reprogramming? 

Response 

2.  The  $3.2  million  In  federal  funds  is  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's 
(U.S.  Department  of  Transportation)  award  of  highway  repair  and  construction 
grants  to  the  District.  The  funds  resulted  from  close-out  audits  of  50 
Federal  Highway  funded  projects  and  represents  unused  funding  from  those 
projects  which  after  a  close-out  audit  can  be  reprogrammed  only  for  additional 
unfunded  Federal  Highway  projects.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  is  the  only 
District  agency  involved. 
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Question 

3.    Does  the  District  have  an  asset  forfeiture  program  where  the  property  of  drug 
dealers  is  seized  and  sold  with  the  proceeds  going  to  the  city? 

a.    If  so,  have  you  audited  the  program? 

What  were  your  findings? 

Response 

3.  Yes,  the  District  does  have  an  asset  forfeiture  program  which  is  within  the 
Hetropolitan  Police  Department. 

No,  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  has  never  audited  this  program. 

Question 

4.  Please  provide,  for  the  record,  a  listing  of  audits  conducted  by  your  office 
in  FY  1993  and  a  listing  for  FY  1994  through  April  1994. 

Response 

4.    See  Attachment  2 
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ATTACHMENT  2 


OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

RECORD  OF  AUDIT  REPORTS  ISSUED 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993 


REPORT 
NUMBER 


DATE  OF 
ISSUE 


9212-01    10/14/92 


9310-03 
9310-04 
9112-68 

9310-06 
9310-05 


9210-38 
9310-10 

9313-26 
9313-27 
9313-11 
9012-74 


11/13/92 
11/18/92 
12/04/92 

02/02/93 
02/26/93 


9212-47    03/05/93 


03/18/93 
03/24/93 

03/29/93 
03/29/93 
03/30/93 
03/31/93 


9312-24    03/31/93 


TITLE  OF  REPORT  AGENCY 

Rpt  on  the  Status  of  Audit  Work      DPW 
Performed  on  FHWA  Projects 
During  Fiscal  Year  1992 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance        DPAH 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance        DHCD 

Review  of  Licenses  Issued  to  Operate  DCTC 
Taxicabs  and  Public  Vehicles  for 
Hire 

Review  of  Imprest  Fund  CCRB 

Review  of  Cash  Receipts  Procedures   CCRB 
for  Freedom  of  Information  Act 
Photocopying  Fees 

Review  of  the  Administration  of      DHS 
Capital  Project  Funds  and  Excess 
Equipment  and  Supplies  Obtained 
from  Federal  Supply  Sources 

Review  of  Sludge  Hauling  Contracts   DPW 
Water  and  Sewer  Utility  Admin. 

Audit  of  the  Home  Purchase  Asst.     DHCD 
Fund  for  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended 
September  30,  1992 

Review  of  Contract  Monitoring       DHS 

Review  of  Contract  Monitoring        DHS 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities     DHCD 

Calculation  of  Billable  Days  -       DCDC 
Contract  Community  Correctional 
Centers 

Review  of  lACOLE  1990  Conference     CCRB 
ExpenditAires  of  the  Civilian 
Complaint  Review  Board 


9313-25   03/31/93   Review  of  Contract  Monitoring 


DCOP 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

RECORD  OF  AUDIT  REPORTS  ISSUED 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993 


Page   2 


REPORT 
NXmSER 


DATE  OF 
ISSUE 


9125-57  03/31/93 

9312-02  03/31/93 

9313-22  03/31/93 

9313-23  03/31/93 

9112-61  03/31/93 

9210-39  04/23/93 

9210-39  05/03/93 

9310-34  05/05/93 

9310-35  05/05/93 

9313-13  05/06/93 

9310-38  05/25/93 

9310-lOM  06/07/93 

9310-39  06/11/93 

9310-31  06/25/93 


TITLE  OF  REPORT  AGENCY 

Monitoring  and  Administration  of     DCDC 
the  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
Between  Unfoldment  Inc.  and  the 
Department  of  Corrections  During 
Fiscal  Years  1991  and  1992 

Special  Purpose  Audit  of  Nonpersonal  CCRB 
Services  Expenditures  for  the 
Years  Ended  September  30,  1992 
and  September  30,  1991 

Review  of  Property  Management        DAS 
Contract  Monitoring  Activities  of 
the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services 

Annual  Operational  Audit  of  DAS 

Procurement  Activities  for  Fiscal 
Year  1992 

Investigation  of  Tri-Continental,    DAS 
Inc.  Fuel  Oil  Invoices 

Review  of  Tenant  Assistance  Program  DPAH 

Review  of  Records  of  the  Rental      DORA 
Accommodations  and  Conversion 
Division  of  DCRA 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DHS 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DHS 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  DPAH 

Verification  of  Cash  Advances  DOES 

Memorandum  of  Comments  and  DHCD 

Recommendations  for  Management 
Improvements 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  -  DCV   DHS 

Audit  of  Administrative  and  Bond     DHCD 
Fund  Southwest  Redevelopment  Bonds 
Series  1963  for  the  Period  Ended 
September  30,  1991 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

RECORD  OF  AUDIT  REPORTS  ISSUED 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993 


Page  3 


REPORT 
NUMBER 


DATE  OF 
ISSUE 


TITLE  OF  REPORT 


AGENCY 


9310-32    06/25/93 


9310-59    06/25/93 


9310-60    06/25/93 


9310-37 
9310-63 
9310-64 
9312-40 
9310-33 


06/29/93 
07/27/93 
07/27/93 
07/27/93 
07/30/93 


9125-57C  07/30/93 

9310-33  08/24/93 

9310-62  08/24/93 

9313-16  09/08/93 

9310-69  09/15/93 

9310-66  09/15/93 


Audit  of  Administrative  and  Bond     DHCD 
Fund  Urban  Renewal  Bonds  Series 
1973  for  the  Period  Ended 
September  30,  19S1 

Audit  of  Administrative  and  Bond     DHCD 
Fund  Southwest  Redevelopment 
Bonds  Series  1963  for  the  Period 
Ended  September  30,  1992 

Audit  of  Administrative  and  Bond     DHCD 
Fund  Urban  Renewal  Bonds  Series 
1973  for  the  Period  Ended 
September  30,  1992 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DCGH 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DCRA 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DHS 

Loss  of  Sales  Tax  Revenue  DFR 

Audit  of  the  District  of  Columbia    STARPLEX 
STARPLEX  Fund  for  the  Year  Ended 
December  31,  1992 

Review  of  Real  Property  Acquisition  OBED 
Loan  to  Unfoldment,  Inc. 

Management  Review,  Analysis  &        STARPLEX 
Recommendations  for  Improvements 

Verification  of  Cash  Advances        DPW 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities     DCFEMSD 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance         CAH 
(Comm.  on  Arts  &  Humanities) 

Verification  of  Change  Fund-Parking  STARPLEX 
and  Box  Office 
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RECORD  OF  AUDIT  REPORTS  ISSUED 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994 


REPORT 
NUMBER 

DATE  OF 
ISSUE 

9310-71 

10/08/93 

9310-70 

10/12/93 

9410-04 

10/25/93 

9312-01 

10/28/93 

9313-54 

11/05/93 

9110-64 

11/10/93 

9313-61 

11/30/93 

9413-07 

12/20/93 

9412-12 

01/14/94 

9412-05 

03/02/94 

9413-09 

03/02/94 

9413-09 

03/02/94 

9413-03 

03/16/94 

9412-06 

03/23/94 

9410-08 

9313-55 
9412-06 


03/24/94 

03/31/94 
04/06/94 


TITLE  OF  REPORT  AGENCY 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DHS 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  OoB 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DORP 

Report  on  the  Status  of  Audit  Work        DPW 
Performed  on  FHWA  Projects  During 
Fiscal  Year  1993 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  DOES 

Audit  of  Operating  Expenditures  DCLB 

at  the  D.C.  Lottery  and  Charitable 
Games  Control  Board 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  OCRA 

Review  of  Unauthorized  Purchases  for       DHS 
the  "Chapter  1"  Program 

Status  Report  on  Review  of  the  DHS 

CCNV  Shelter 

Review  of  Automated  Inventory  DPAH 

Management  System 

Review  of  Contract  Monitoring  DPW 

Review  of  Contract  Monitoring  DPAH 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  DORP 

Audit  of  Antitrust  Fund  for  Fiscal  Years    DCOC 
Ended  September  1993,  1992  and  1991 

Audit  of  the  Home  Purchase  Assistance      DHCD 
Fund  for  the  Fiscal  Year  Ended  9/30/93 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities         DPW 

Audit  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  OCC 
Fund  for  Years  Ended  September  1993,  1992 
and  1991 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

RECORD  OF  AUDIT  REPORTS  ISSUED 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994 


Page  Z 


REPORT 
NUMBER 


DATE  OF 
ISSUE 


TITLE  OF  REPORT 


AGENCY 


9313-72  04/05/94 

9412-06{M)  04/06/94 

9125-57B  04/18/94 

9310-42  04/21/94 

9413-02  04/21/94 

9313-73  04/22/94 

9413-16  04/22/94 

9426-18  05/06/94 

9410-22  05/24/94 

9410-08M  05/26/94 


Review  of  Procurement  Activities  DFR 

Antitrust  Fund  Management  Review  and       OCC 
Recommendations  for  Improvement 

Limited  Financial  Review  Department       DOC 
of  Corrections  Therapeutic  Drug 
Treatment  Program  Unfoldment,  Inc. 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  of  the     DCOC 
Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  of  the     DHS 
Department  of  Human  Services 

Review  of  System  to  Track  Procurement      CA/DMO 
Transactions  through  the  Procurement 
Process 

Review  of  Procurement  Activities  of  the     DAS 
Department  of  Administrative  Services 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  OCF 

Verification  of  Cash  Advance  DHCD 

Memorandum  of  Comments  and  Recommendations  DHCD 
for  Management  Improvements  Home  Purchase 
Assistance  Fund 


9410-27     06/21/94 


Verification  of  Cash  Advance 


DCSC 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Office  of  Communicatiorus  is  to  assist  the  Mayor  and  the  City  Administrator  in 
increasing  public  awareness  and  understanding  of  the  services  and  operations  of  the  District 
Government  by  improving  the  quality  of  communications  betv^'een  the  public  and  the  District 
Government. 

Agency  Description 

The  office's  mission  is  accomplished  by  planning,  directing,  and  coordinating  the  District 
Government's  communications  media  program.    In  an  effort  to  centralize  all  citywide 
communications'  efforts,  the  Mayor  has  realigned  the  Office  of  Communications  into  three  operative 
divisions  in  addition  to  seven  Communications  Management  Clusters. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:   The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $339,000  and  7.0  full-time 

equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $30,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994 

budget  request 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $91,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $218,000  and  a  decrease  of 

7.0  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  reque.st. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $248,000  and  7.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $248,000  and  an 

increase  of  7.0  FTEs  over  the  revised  P^  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $309,(X)0  and  7.0 
FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $68,000  and  a  decrease  of  1.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $309,000  and  7.0  FTEs,  a  decrea.se  of  $68,000  and  a 
decrease  of  1.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $0,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs 
from  the  approved  FY  1 994  budget. 


Major  changes  in  FY  1995  include  the  following: 

■  A  transfer-out  of  one  DS-17    Director's  position  and  $100,000  to  the  Office  of  the  Mayor  in 
FY  1995. 

■  The  elimination  of  7  appropriated  FTE  positions  to  be  funded  by  indirect  cost  in  FY  1995. 

■  A  reduction  in  personal  services  of  $9,000  to  reflect  the  agency's  allocation  of  the 
administrative  costs  reduction. 

■  An  increase  of  $12,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges  in  FY  1995. 
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Major  changes  in  FY  1994  include  the  following: 

■  A  reduction  of  $31,000  in  contractual  services  in  FY  1994. 

■  A  transfer-out  of  one  DS-17  Director's  position  and  $37,000  to  the  Office  of  the  Mayor  in 
FY  1994. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  work  of  this  office  will  continue  in  FY  1994  due  largely  to  the  successful 
realignment  of  the  Office  of  Conimunications  in  FY  1993.    In  FY  1994,  the  reduction  of  $31,000  in 
printing  will  not  affect  the  publication  of  public  newsletters.    In  FY  1995  seven  FTE  positions  will 
be  transferred  to  intra-District  funds,  continuing  the  agency's  ability  to  disseminate  information  and 
materials  to  the  public  on  the  broadest  possible  level  about  their  government. 


Impacts:    Workload  and  service  demands  will  continue  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 
positions  will  be  funded  through  indirect  cost  recovery  allocation. 


The  seven  FTE 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (BB) 


Pracnau 

Summt  (FTE  PosMlou) 

Fa»ll>|>  (SOOO)                                         1 

FYW 
Artwri 

FY94 

FY94 
Revbnl 

FY9S 
Propawd 

FY93 
Actual 

FY»4 
Badfirt 

FV94 
Rrvbfd 

FY9S 
Proposed 

8.0 

8.0 

7.0 

7.0 

456 

177 

30Q 

339 

ToUl  Aiimc; 

8.0 

8.0 

7.0 

7.0 

456 

377 

309 

339 

Apprsprialcd  FmmIs 

«.o 

8.0 

7.0 

OX) 

420 

3T7 

309 

91 

FolcnIFmti 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■■m-Hstrkl  Faads 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.0 

36 

0 

0 

248 

OdKr  Fawls 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  primary  outputs  of  the  office  are  to  disseminate  accurate  information  to  the  public  and  develop, 
implement,  and  supervise  public  information  programs  to  guarantee  that  the  public  receives  timely 
information  to  allow  citizens  to  take  better  advantage  of  government  programs  and  services.   These 
outputs  are  accomplished  through  a  variety  of  media  including  an  employee  newsletter,  a  citizen's 
information  newsletter,  appearances  by  District  officials  on  public  affairs  television  and  radio 
programs,  news  releases,  and  public  service  announcements. 


7!S 
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Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (BB) 


Measures 

FY92 

FYW 

FV94 

FY95 

Inquiries  from  Media.  CiUzens  &  PIOs 

4.000 

4.250 

4.500 

4.700 

News  Releases  Issued 

400 

45<) 

475 

475 

Newsletters/Magazines  Published 

0 

30 

15 

40 

Public  Service  Announcements 

64 

203 

220 

250 

Speakers  Bureau  Engagements 

25 

448 

5(X1 

525 

TV  and  Radio  Interviews 

20 

2.949 

I.OOfI 

1,100 

Table  in 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (BB) 


Expenditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  (SKM)                                      | 

FYW 

Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FV94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FV95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

8.0 

8.0 

7.0 

0.0 

305 

252 

215 

0 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

53 

46 

46 

0 

Total  Personal  Services 

8.0 

8.0 

7.0 

0.0 

358 

298 

261 

0 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

4 

2 

2 

2 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  .Services  &  Charges 

46 

69 

38 

81 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

6 

2 

2 

2 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

62 

79 

48 

91 

TOTAL  AGENt  Y 

SO 

S  n 

70 

0(1 

420 

377 

109 

91 
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Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee. 

I  thonlc  you  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  Office  of  Communications.  The 
mission  of  the  Office  is  to  assist  the  Mayor  and  the  City  Administrator  in  increasing 
the  public's  awareness  and  understanding  of  the  services  and  operation  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Office  endeavors  to  improve  the  quality  of 
communications  between  the  government  and  the  public  by  planning,  directing 
and  coordinating  internal  and  external  public  information,  medio  and  communi- 
cations programs. 

For  FY  1995,  the  proposed  appropriated  budget  request  is  $346,000  and  8.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions.  There  ore  no  changes  in  dollars  and  FTE's  from  the 
revised  FY  1994  budget  request.  As  with  all  agencies  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
government,  the  Office  of  Communications  will  continue  to  seek  ways  to 
streamline  spending  while  fulfilling  its  mission. 

In  FY  1993,  Mayor  Kelly  successfully  realigned  the  Office  of  Communications  into 
three  operative  divisions  in  an  effort  to  centralize  citywide  communications.  The 
Office  of  Communications  three  division  are  Public  Information  Coordination  and 
Development;  Employee  Information;  and  Public  Affairs. 

The  Public  Information  Coordination  and  Development  Division  is  responsible  for 
government  wide  public  information  coordination;  collaborative  planning  to 
ensure  the  most  efficient  use  of  limited  resources;  and  serving  as  a  clearinghouse 
for  all  written  material  for  District  government  agencies  to  ensure  policy  continuity, 
data  accuracy  and  the  appropriateness  of  the  message.  Through  this 
coordinated  approach,  the  Office  is  able  to  disseminate  information  faster, 
eliminate  communications  gaps  and  consolidate  efforts. 

The  most  recent  water  contamination  alert  serves  as  a  fine  example  of  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Public  Information  Coordination  and  Development  Division. 
Through  collaboration  with  several  District  government  agencies,  the  Council  of 
Governments,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  United  States  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Office  of  Communications  was  able  to  quickly  disseminate 
emergency  information  to  our  citizens.  Internal  and  external  coordination 
included  attending  decision  making  meetings;  writing  and  distributing  news 
releases  and  press  advisories;  writing  and  disseminating  water  alert  tips  to  the 
public  in  English,  Spanish  and  three  Asian  languages  as  well  as  to  visually  and 
hearing  impaired  residents;  planning  strategies  for  press  conferences  and  briefings; 
and  responding  to  community  inquiries  throughout  the  alert. 

The  Employee  Information  Division  endeavors  to  provide  a  constant  flow  of 
information  between  the  Executive  Branch  and  District  of  Columbia  government 
employees.  The  division  is  responsible  for  publishing  a  bi-weekly  employee  news- 
letter; developing  and  implementing  employee  information  programs  about 
government  initiatives  and  services;  and  providing  opportunities  for  information 
sharing  between  employees  and  the  Mayor. 
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The  Public  Affairs  Division  consists  of  the  Correspondence  Unit  which  responds  to 
and/or  coordinates  responses  from  the  appropriate  agency  or  Individual  for  all 
letters  received  by  the  Mayor;  the  Writing  Unit  which  handles  assignments  from 
publishing  a  quarterly  newsletter  to  generating  fact  sheets  about  programs  an 
initiatives;  the  Ceremonial  Unit  which  responds  to  all  requests  for  proclamations, 
official  letters  and  other  Mayoral  documents;  the  Briefing  Unit  which  coordinates 
all  briefing  needs  for  the  Mayor;  and  the  Speakers'  Bureau  which  responds  to 
requests  and/or  invitations  directed  to  the  Mayor  as  well  as  to  District  government 
representatives  for  personal  appearances  to  address  general  and  specific 
community  issues. 

In  addition  to  planning,  directing  and  coordinating  the  communications  programs 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  government,  the  Office  of  Communications  provides 
editing,  writing,  design,  graphic,  production  assistance  and  other  support  sen/ices 
to  all  executive  branch  agencies.  The  demands  on  this  Office  are  great.  The 
volume  of  work  produced  by  the  Office  is  somewhat  amazing.  In  an  average 
month,  the  Office  responds  to  hundreds  of  citizen  and  media  inquiries;  processes 
about  4,000  citizen  letters;  publishes  two  employee  newsletters;  produces  3 
program  summaries;  issues  20  ceremonial  documents  edits  or  writes  50  news 
releases,  reports  and  other  printed  material;  and  fills  approximately  100  speaker 
requests. 

Further,  the  Office  has  made  great  strides  to  cooperate  more  fully  with  the  Office 
of  Cable  Television  and  the  Office  of  the  Press  Secretary  to  expand  its  reach. 
Collaborative  efforts  have  enhanced  the  ability  of  the  Office  of  Communications 
to  keep  citizens  informed  about  such  significant  initiatives  as  the  Mayor's  Violence 
Reduction  Strategy  and  the  recent  Youth  Summit. 

Please  be  assured  that  this  Office  constantly  seeks  creative  ways  to  keep  the 
public  informed.  The  staff  assures  that  our  citizens  are  aware  about  the  many 
programs  so  carefully  conceived  and  funded  by  the  government. 

In  closing,  the  Office  of  Communications  provides  a  vital  link  between  the  District 
government  and  our  citizens.  It  is  crucial  to  maintain  a  level  of  budget  support 
consistent  with  the  mandates  of  the  Office  of  Communications.  This  budget 
clearly  recognizes  the  reality  of  fiscal  restraints.  Nonetheless,  I  am  confident  that 
this  appropriation  will  enable  the  Office  to  meet  its  primary  objectives. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  again,  I  appreciate  having  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  and  I  welcome  your  questions. 

Thank  you 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations  is  to  assist  the  Mayor  by  providing  liaison 
with  other  branches  and  levels  of  the  District,  federal,  and  regional  governments. 

Agency  Description 

The  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations  seeks  to  accomplish  its  mission  through  a  number  of 
administrative  and  policy  making  responsibilities  including  the  following: 

■  Representing  the  Mayor  on  matters  affecting  the  District  of  Columbia  before  the  United  States 
Congress  and  the  White  House. 

■  Preparing  the  Mayor's  legislative  program  for  introduction  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  representing  the  Mayor  in  initiating 
and  coordinating  activities  designed  to  interpret  and  clarify  the  program  for  those  bodies  and 
for  the  general  public. 

■  Representing  the  Mayor  and  assisting  individual  District  government  agencies  in  their 
relationships  with  federal  agencies  and  with  programs  of  interest  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

■  Coordinating  the  relations  of  the  Mayor  and  the  District  government  with  appropriate 
regional,  state,  and  national  organizations. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $1,528,000  and  42.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $197,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1 994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $767,000  and  18.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $197,000  and  no  change 
in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $761,000  and  24.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from 
the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $1,725,000  and  42.0 
FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $147,000  and  a  decrease  of  1.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $964,000  and  18.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $147,000  and  a 
decrease  of  1.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $76 1 ,000  and  24.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 
FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 
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Major  changes  in  FY  1994  include  the  following: 

■  Nonpersonal  Services  Reduction  -  A  reduction  of  $18,000  in  supplies,  $16,000  in 
communications,  $38,000  in  other  services  and  charges,  and  $25,000  in  equipment 

■  Personal  Services  Reduction  -  A  reduction  of  one  FTE  and  $50,000. 
Major  changes  in  FY  1995  include  the  following: 

■  Administrative  Costs  Reduction  -  A  reduction  of  $22,000  is  made  in  Fringe  Benefits. 

■  Personal  Services  Reduction  -  A  reduction  of  one  FTE  and  $225,000. 

■  Nonpersonal  Services  Reduction  -  A  reduction  of  $18,000  in  supplies,  $16,000  in 
communications,  $38,000  in  other  services  and  charges,  and  $25,000  in  equipment. 


Budget  Strategy'  and  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  office  will  continue  to  perform  its  overall  mission  by  carefully  screening  all 

nonpersonal  services  requests. 

Impacts:     Workload  and  service  demands  will  continue  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  at  current  levels. 
TTie  reduction  in  funding  will  not  significantly  affect  service  delivery  levels  of  the  agency. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (BP) 


Programs 

.Staffing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY<M 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

10  Office  of 
Intergovernmental  Relatloas 

34.5 

43.0 

42.0 

42.0 

2.001 

1.872 

1.725 

l.,'i28 

Total  Agency 

34.6 

43.0 

42.0 

42.0 

2.001 

1.872 

1,72.1 

1.528 

Appropriated  Funds 

17.4 

19.0 

18.0 

18.0 

M09 

1,111 

964 

767 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlslrict  Funds 

17.1 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

792 

761 

761 

761 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  overall  mission  and  objectives  of  the  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Relations  are  achieved  through 
a  number  of  activities.   The  following  data  serve  as  an  indication  of  the  workload  and  activities  of 
the  agency. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (BP) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY  93 

FY94 

FY»S 

iktard  and  (-ommlssions  nominatioos  sent  to 
CouncU 

50 

171 

185 

185 

Council  requests  for  information  processed 

1.576 

1.781 

1.980 

2.100 

Council  Committee  meetings  Attended  by  the 
Office 

358 

412 

430 

430 

Mayor's  Orders  Appointing  Members  to  Brds. 
&  Comms 

660 

660 

650 

660 

Meetings  with  congressional  and  federal 
agencies 

840 

927 

1.006 

1 .056 

Meetings  with  COG,  Local,  Count;  &  City 
Offldals 

142 

198 

300 

300 

Policy  Sludle>  Initialed 

3 

9 

5 

7 

Table  HI 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (BP) 


Expenditure  Type 

Sufflng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($0001                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

17.4 

19.0 

18.0 

18.0 

884 

876 

832 

701 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

11 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

129 

132 

126 

60. 

Toul  Personal  Services 

17.4 

19.0 

18.0 

18.0 

1.024 

1.008 

958 

761 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

11 

18 

0 

0 

Energy 

0 

0 

(1 

0 

Communications 

50 

T> 

6 

6 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

n 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

103 

38 

0 

0 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

21 

25 

0 

0 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

185 

103 

6 

6 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

174 

19.0 

18.0 

18.0 

IJ09 

l.lll 

964 

767 

(iovernmental  Uirertim^n^Juppor^Ty 
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TESTIMONY  OF  BERNARD  DEMCZUK 

DIRECTOR  OF  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

ON  THE  FY  95  BUDGET  REQUEST  ACT 

AND  REVISED  FY  94  SUPPLEMENTAL  BUDGET  REQUEST 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


GOOD  AFTERNOON  CHAIRMAN  DIXON  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  HOUSE 
DISTRICT  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE.  I  AM  BERNARD  DEMCZUK, 
DIRECTOR  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  (OIR).  I  AM 
PLEASED  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  PRESENT  OIRS  FY  1995  AND 
REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGETS.    MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  HAVE  ASSUMED  THIS 
DIRECTORSHIP  IN  JUST  THE  LAST  FEW  MONTHS  AND  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  A 
CLOSE  WORKING  RELATIONSHIP   WITH  YOU  AND  YOUR  COLLEAGUES. 


I.  FY  1994  REVISED  AND  FY  1995 

WE  ARE  TAKING  DRASTIC  REDUCTIONS  IN  PLANNED  BUDGET  LEVELS. 

OUR  FY  1994  REVISED  BUDGET  IS  A  TOTAL  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  ALL 
FUNDING  SOURCES  OF  $1,775,000  AND  43.0  FTEs,  A  DECREASE  OF  $97,000 
AND  NO  CHANGE  IN  FTEs  FROM  THE  APPROVED  FY  1994  BUDGET.    THE 
REVISED  APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS  $1,014,000  AND  19.0  FTEs,  A 
DECREASE  OF  $97,000  AND  NO  CHANGE  IN  FTEs  FROM  THE  APPROVED  FY 
1994  BUDGET.    THE  REVISED  NON-APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS 
$761,000  AND  24.0  FTEs  WITH  NO  CHANGE  IN  DOLLARS  OR  FTEs. 

OUR  FY  1995  PROPOSED  BUDGET  WILL  BE  THE  SAME  AS  THE  1994 
REVISED  WITH  THE  SAME  DECREASES.    HOWEVER,  WE  ARE  ADDING  AN 
ADDITIONAL  2%  DECREASE  IN  NON-PERSONAL  SERVICES  WHICH  WILL 
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INCLUDE  SUPPLIES,  COMMUNICATIONS,  EQUIPMENT,  POSTAGE  AND  COPYING. 
AS  IMPORTANT  AS  IT  IS  FOR  US  TO  BE  HIGHLY  MOBILE  AND  COMMUNICATIVE 
IN  A  SPLIT  MOMENT  DUE  TO  THE  SPEED  AT  WHICH  LEGISLATIVE  AND 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  DEVELOP,  WE  WILL  CURTAIL  USAGE  OF 
CELLULAR  PHONES,  TAXIS,  GOVERNMENT  VEHICLES,  OUT  OF  TOWN  TRAVEL 
AND  OTHER  NECESSARY  COMPONENTS  OF  OUR  WORK. 

EVEN  WITH  THESE  REDUCTIONS,  WE  ARE  COMMITTED  TO  ADVOCATING 
THE  PRIORITIES  AND  VISIONS  REFLECTED  IN  THE  BUDGET  BEFORE  YOU.    WE 
WILL,  IN  OUR  WORK  AND  MISSION  IN  OIR,  PUT  OUR  CHILDREN  FIRST; 
INCREASE  PUBLIC  SAFETY;  AND  INCREASE  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
JOBS.    THESE  ARE  THE  MAYORS  PRIORITIES  AND  WILL  BE  OIRS  PRIORITIES  AS 
WE  BOTH  REDUCE  OUR  BUDGET  BUT  RE-ORGANIZE  OUR  WORK  PLAN  OF 
ACTION  TO  BE  MORE  CREATIVE  IN  MEETING  THE  NEEDS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  AND 
MAKING  OIR  MORE  COMMUNITY  FRIENDLY. 

WITH  THESE  REDUCTIONS  IN  OUR  BUDGET,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WE 
NECESSARILY  MUST  REDEFINE  OUR  PLANS  AND  PRIORITIES. 

WE  HAVE  GREAT  RESOURCES  IN  OIR:    WE  HAVE  INFORMATION  ABOUT 
REGIONAL,  NATIONAL  AND  LOCAL  PROBLEMS,  ISSUES  AND  SOLUTIONS;  WE 
HAVE  ACCESS  TO  NEARLY  ALL  PROBLEM  SOLVING  INFORMATION  IF  WE  DO 
NOT  HAVE  IT  OURSELVES;  WE  WILL  PUBLISH  A  BROCHURE  IN  ENGLISH  AND 
SPANISH  THAT  GIVES  OUR  COMMUNITY  AN  UNDERSTANDING  OF  THE 
PRIORITIES  AND  RESOURCES  OF  OIR;  WE  WILL  ESTABLISH  A  LEGISLATIVE 
ACTION  PROGRAM  ON  A  MONTHLY  BASIS  THAT  BRINGS  TO  THE  TABLE  THE 
BEST  THINKERS  FROM  THE  COUNCIL,  THE  UNIVERSITIES,  THE  COMMUNITY, 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AND  THE  REGION  TO  DISCUSS  THE  CRITICAL  AND 
SALIENT  ISSUES  OF  OUR  TIME  AND  OFFER  LEGISLATIVE  REMEDIES  FOR  THOSE 
ISSUES,  AND  WE  WILL  ATTEMPT  TO  USE  OUR  TIME  MORE  EFFICIENTLY  BY 
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3 

GREATER  USE  OF  TECHNOLOGY  TO  MONITOR  PROCEEDINGS  IN  ORDER  TO 
PROCESS  LEGISLATIVE  INITIATIVES  ON  A  TIMELY  BASIS. 

OUR  PRIORITY  ISSUES  INCLUDE:    CONGRESSIONAL  ACTION  ON 
UNFUNDED  PENSION  LIABILITY;  REAUTHORIZATION  OF  THE  FORMULA  BASED 
FEDERAL  PAYMENT  LEGISLATION;  BUDGET  AND  LEGISLATIVE  AUTONOMY 
LEGISLATION;  CONGRESSIONAL  ACTION  ON  THE  CONVENTION  CENTER, 
CHILDREN'S  ISLAND  AND  OTHER  POSITIVE  CONGRESSIONAL  DEVELOPMENTS. 
WE  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  IMPROVE  OUR  CONTACTS  AND  MEETINGS  BETWEEN 
COUNCIL  MEMBERS  AND  THE  MAYOR;  PUBLISH  THE  LEGISLATIVE  LINK 
NEWSLETTER  AND  INCREASE  TRAINING  AMONG  LEGISLATIVE  LIAISONS  VIS-A- 
VIS THE  CITY  COUNCIL  STAFF.    WE  ARE  BUILDING  STRONG  RELATIONSHIPS 
WITH  THE  NATIONAL  GOVERNOR'S  ASSOCIATION  AND  THE  NATIONAL 
CONFERENCES  OF  MAYORS  AND  BLACK  MAYORS.    OUR  REGIONAL 
RELATIONSHIPS  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  EXCEL  IN  AREAS  SUCH  AS 
TRANSPORTATION,  A  CLEAN  AND  HEALTHY  ENVIRONMENT;  ANTI-CRIME  AND 
YOUTH  INITIATIVES;  FIRE,  RESCUE  EMERGENCY,  OTHER  REGIONAL 
AGREEMENTS,  AND  THE  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  HIGHWAY. 

I  AM  READY  WITH  MY  STAFF  TO  ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY 
HAVE. 
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Tuesday,  May  17,  1994. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

WITNESSES 

BRUCE  A.  MARSHALL,  DIRECTOR 

MONICA  WILKERSON,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

lONA  ANDREWS,  ADMINISTRATOR,  ADMINISTRATION  &  FINANCE 

WANDA  MOORMAN,  ADMINISTRATOR,  PROCUREMENT  &  GENERAL 
SERVICES 

PAUL  STEEL,  ADMINISTRATOR,  INFORMATION  RESOURCES  MANAGE- 
MENT 

KENNETH  BURNETTE,  ADMINISTRATOR,  BUILDINGS  MANAGEMENT 

JOSEPH  JACKSON,  ADMINISTRATOR,  REAL  PROPERTY 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Next  we  have  the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services  and  we  have  the  Director,  Mr.  Bruce  A.  Marshall. 

Mr.  Inspector  Greneral,  I  would  suggest  that  you  stay  around. 

We  have  with  us  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services,  and 
its  director  Bruce  A.  Marshall.  For  FY  1995,  the  Department  of  Ad- 
ministrative Services  is  requesting  $12,856,000  and  307  full-time 
equivalent  positions,  which  is  a  net  decrease  of  $14,670,000,  but  an 
increase  of  19  positions  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  appropriation 
level. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  DAS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Marshall,  if  you  have  a  prepared  statement,  we  would  be 
pleased  to  enter  it  into  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
FY  1994  REVISED  &  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUESTS 
BEFORE  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON 
MAY  17,  1994 
BRUCE  A.  MARSHALL,  DIRECTOR 
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GOOD  MORNING  CHAIRMAN  DIXON  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMITTEE.    MY  NAME  IS 
BRUCE  MARSHALL,  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES.    IT  IS  MY  PLEASURE  TO  APPEAR 
BEFORE  YOU  AND  THE  COMMITTEE  TO  OFFER  TESTIMONY  ON 
THE  PROPOSED  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  AND  REVISED  FISCAL  YEAR 
1994  BUDGET  REQUESTS.    APPEARING  WITH  ME  ARE  MONICA 
WILKERSON,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  AND 
lONA  ANDREWS,  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  ADMINISTRATION  AND 
FINANCE;  WANDA  MOORMAN,  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR 
PROCUREMENT  &  GENERAL  SERVICES;  AND  JOSEPH  JACKSON, 
ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  REAL  PROPERTY.     WITH  YOUR 
PERMISSION,  I  WILL  MAKE  A  PREPARED  STATEMENT 
SUMMARIZING  BOTH  REQUESTS  AND  THEN  RESPOND  TO  ANY 
QUESTIONS  THAT  YOU  OR  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  MAY 
HAVE  ABOUT  THESE  REQUESTS. 

THE  BUDGET  SUBMISSIONS  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  REFLECT 
OUR  COMMITMENT  TO  USING  THE  RESOURCES  CURRENTLY 
ALLOCATED  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  IN  AN  INNOVATIVE    AND  WISE 
MANNER  IN  RESPONDING  TO  THE  CITY-WIDE  NEED  TO  REDUCE 
SPENDING  AND  BECOME  A  MORE  EFFICIENT  AND  PRODUCTIVE 
GOVERNMENT. 

THE  TOTAL  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  OPERATING  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS 
$40,720,000  AND  434  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  POSITIONS.    THE 
APPROPRIATED  REQUEST  IS  $12,856,000  AND  307  FULL-TIME 
EQUIVALENT  POSITIONS.    THE  NON-APPROPRIATED  BUDGET 
CONSISTS  OF  $27,864,000  AND  127  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT 
POSITIONS.    THIS  ESTIMATED  AMOUNT  INCLUDES  FUNDS  TO  BE 
RECEIVED  FROM  OTHER  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES  FOR 
SERVICES  PROVIDED  IN  THE  AREAS  OF  PROTECTIVE,  CUSTODIAL, 
PRINTING  AND  MAIL  SERVICES  AS  WELL  AS  AN  INDIRECT  COST 
ALLOCATION. 

THE  REVISED  FY  1994  APPROPRIATED  REQUEST  OF  $24,882,000 
REPRESENTS  A  DECREASE  OF  $2,644,000  FROM  THE  ORIGINALLY 
APPROVED  FY  1994  BUDGET. 
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BOTH  THE  FY  1995  AND  FY  1994  REVISED  REQUESTS  INCLUDE  A 
REDUCTION  OF  $347,000  IN  CONTRACTUAL  JANITORIAL  SERVICES 
FUNDING  THAT  WOULD  HAVE  BEEN  USED  TO  INCREASE  THE 
LEVEL  OF  CONTRACTED  JANITORIAL  SERVICES  AT  DISTRICT 
GOVERNMENT  FACILITIES. 

ADDITIONAL  DECREASES  OF  $2,750,000  IN  FY  1994  AND  $4,000,000 
IN  FY  1995  ARE  ASSOCIATED  WITH  REDUCTIONS  IN  SUPPLIES, 
ENERGY,  CONTRACTUAL  SERVICES  AND  COMMUNICATIONS.    OF 
THIS  AMOUNT  $2,000,000  IN  FY  1994  AND  $3,250,000  IN  FY  1995 
WILL  BE  REPLACED  THROUGH  NONAPPROPRIATED  REVENUE 
FROM  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  A  SMALL  PURCHASE 
CONSOLIDATION  PROGRAM.    A  TOTAL  OF  $453,000  AND  19  FTE'S 
HAVE  BEEN  RESTORED  IN  BOTH  FISCAL  YEARS  TO  DAS  FOR 
JANITORIAL  AND  SECURITY  SERVICES  FOR  COUNCIL  -OCCUPIED 
SPACE  AT  THE  DISTRICT  BUILDING.    THE  FY  1995  BUDGET  HAS 
ALSO  BEEN  REDUCED  BY  $10,776,000  IN  ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 
REDUCTIONS. 

THE    DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  HAS  A 
PIVOTAL  ROLE  TO  PLAY  IN  BOTH  THE  BUDGETARY  AND 
ECONOMIC  ISSUES  CURRENTLY  FACING  THE  DISTRICT.       I  TAKE 
WASTEFUL  CONTRACTS  PERSONALLY.     EVERY  TIME  AN  AGENCY 
FAILS  TO  MONITOR  AN  OTHERWISE  GOOD  CONTRACT,  THE 
DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  MUST  MAKE  DEEPER  BUDGET  CUTS. 
ELEVEN  MONTHS  AGO,  WHEN  I  BECAME  THE    DIRECTOR  OF  DAS, 
I  STARTED  IDENTIFYING  WASTEFUL  PRACTICES  INSIDE  AND 
OUTSIDE  OF  MY  AGENCY,  AND  STARTED  DEVELOPING  NEW 
PROCEDURES  FOR  THE  KELLY  ADMINISTRATION  TO  ACT  AS  ONE 
WHEN  IT  COMES  TO  OUR  PURCHASING  DOLLARS.    WE  HAVE 
ESTABLISHED  A  CONTRACT  WASTE  HOTLINE  SO  THAT  CITIZENS, 
EMPLOYEES,  AND  EVEN  CONTRACTORS  CAN  REPORT  WASTEFUL 
PRACTICES  24-HOURS  A  DAY  SO  THAT  THE  CITIZENS  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  CAN  BEGAN  TO  REALIZE  SAVINGS  IN  OUR  SCARCE 
DOLLARS.    THE  PHONE  NUMBER  IS  727-9248    AND  YOU  WILL 
BEGIN  TO  SEE  IT  WIDELY  DISTRIBUTED  TO  CITIZENS,  ANC'S,  AND 
THE  CONTRACTING  COMMUNITY. 
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AS  A  RESULT  OF  THIS  AND  OTHER  INNOVATIONS,  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ANTICIPATES 
SIGNIFICANT    SAVINGS  THROUGH  THE  RENEGOTIATION  OF 
CONTRACT  OPTION  PERIODS,  THE  CONSOLIDATION  OF  DISTRICT- 
WIDE  SMALL  PURCHASES  INTO  MANDATORY-USE  TERM 
CONTRACTS,  AND  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  AN  AGGRESSIVE 
AND  COMPREHENSIVE  CONTRACT  MONITORING  AND 
COMPLIANCE  PROGRAM.    I  HAVE  ALSO  EMPHASIZED  MY 
COMMITMENT  TO  THIS  EFFORT  BY  RENAMING  THE  OFFICE  OF 
REGULATORY  COMPLIANCE.    THE  NEW  NAME,  AS  INDICATED  IN 
THE  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS  THE  OFFICE  OF  POLICY, 
COMPLIANCE,  AND  CONTRACT  MONITORING. 

SOME  OF  THESE  EFFORTS  WILL  REQUIRE  THE  SHORT-TERM 
DETAIL  AND/OR  TRANSFER  OF  PERSONNEL  AND  OTHER 
RESOURCES  FROM  OTHER  EXECUTIVE  AGENCIES  TO  DAS  IN 
JUNE  1994  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE  POLICIES  AND  PROCEDURES 
NECESSARY  TO  ENSURE  THE  PROJECTED  CONTRACT  SAVINGS  IN 
FY  1995  ARE  REALIZED. 

I    AM  ALSO  PLEASED  TO  ANNOUNCE  THAT  THE  DC  SMALL 
PURCHASE  BID  FAIR  HELD  ON  MARCH  15,  1994  AT  THE  D.C. 
CONVENTION  CENTER  WAS  A  HUGE  SUCCESS  WITH  104  ON-THE- 
SPOT  SMALL  PURCHASE  CONTRACTS  AWARDED.    THE  BID  FAIR 
WAS  AN  EDUCATIONAL  AND  NETWORKING  FORUM  FOR  LOCAL, 
SMALL,  DISADVANTAGED  AND  WOMAN-OWNED  BUSINESS 
OWNERS  AND  OPERATORS  TO  LEARN  ABOUT  THE  DISTRICT'S 
PROCUREMENT  PROCESS,  MEET  KEY  DISTRICT  PROCUREMENT 
OFFICIALS,  AND  TO  HAVE  A  CHANCE  TO  BE  AWARDED 
CONTRACTS  VALUED  UNDER  $10,000.    WE  BELIEVE  THAT  THIS 
INNOVATIVE  BUSINESS  OUTREACH  EVENT  REPRESENTS  THE 
KELLY  ADMINISTRATION'S  STRONG  COMMITMENT  TO 
ATTRACTING  AND  RETAINING  BUSINESSES  WHILE  ENSURING 
THAT  THE  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  PURCHASES  ESSENTIAL 
GOODS  AND  SERVICES  AT  THE  MOST  ECONOMICAL  COST.    IT  HAS 
ALREADY  ALLOWED  US  TO  CONSOLIDATE  SOME  OF  OUR 
REQUESTS    INTO  LARGER  REQUESTS. 
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I    HAVE    BEEN    INVOLVED    IN    TRAINING    AND    PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION  ALL  OF  MY  CAREER,    AND  THIS  HAS  ALLOWED 
ME  TO  FOCUS  DURING  THE  PAST  ELEVEN  MONTHS  ON  THE  DIRE 
NEED  FOR  PROCUREMENT  TRAINING  AND  THE  EVEN  MORE 
CRITICAL  ISSUE  OF  ESTABLISHING  A  PROCUREMENT 
PROCEDURES    MANUAL.     CONTRACTING  OFFICIALS  NEED  TO 
KNOW  HOW  TO  DO,  WHAT  IT  IS  THAT  WE  WANT  THEM  TO  DO, 
AND  TO  MAKE  SURE  THAT  WE  ARE  ALL  DOING  IT  IN  THE  SAME 
MANNER.     CONTRACT  SPECIALISTS  ARE  WORKING  HARD  AT  THIS 
PROCESS  BUT  IT'S  AS  IF  YOU  HAD  TWO  MEN  IN  A  BOAT  FACING 
EACH  OTHER,    BOTH  ROWING  JUST  AS  HARD  AS  THEY  POSSIBLY 
CAN.     DEPENDING  ON  WHO  IS  STRONGER,  THE  BOAT  MOVES 
VERY  SLOWLY  IN  ONE  DIRECTION  OR  THE  OTHER.    MY  PRIMARY 
JOB  HAS  BEEN    TO  TURN  BOTH  OF  THESE  WORKERS  IN  THE 
SAME  DIRECTION  SO  THAT  THEY  ARE  NOT  JUST  WORKING  HARD, 
THEY  ARE  ALSO  WORKING  SMART.    WHILE  EVERYONE  IN  THIS 
GOVERNMENT  WANTS  TO  SPEED  THE  PROCUREMENT  PROCESS, 
AND  WE  HAVE  DONE  THIS,  I  HAVE  TRIED  TO  BE  CAREFUL  SO 
THAT  WE  DONT  AUTOMATE  A  BAD  PROCESS.    THE  LAST  THING 
WE  NEED  IS  A  VERY  FAST,  BAD  PROCESS.    DURING  THE  LAST 
THREE  YEARS  THERE  HAVE  BEEN  TREMENDOUS  STRIDES  IN 
BRINGING  AUTOMATION  TO  THE  CITY  AND  TO  THE  AGENCY.    THE 
INTEGRATION  OF  THAT  TECHNOLOGY  HAS  ALSO  BEEN  ONGOING 
AND  IS  NOW  BEING  COORDINATED  WITH  OUR  UPDATE  OF  THE 
PROCUREMENT  PROCEDURES. 

DURING  THE  FIRST  QUARTER  OF  FY  1994,    A  TEAM  OF  DAS 
PROCUREMENT  PERSONNEL  AND  I  DEVELOPED  A  PROCUREMENT 
PROCEDURES  MANUAL  THAT  WILL  PROVIDE  PROCUREMENT 
OFFICIALS  DISTRICT-WIDE  WITH  A  STANDARD  GUIDE    FOR  THE 
EFFICIENT  OPERATION    AND  MANAGEMENT  OF  THE 
PROCUREMENT  PROCESS.    THIS  AUTOMATED  MANUAL  WILL  BE 
DISSEMINATED  DISTRICT-WIDE  DURING  THE  THIRD  QUARTER  OF 
THIS  FISCAL  YEAR  ON  THE  D.C.  WIDE  AREA  NETWORK,  ALONG 
WITH  TRAINING  ON  ITS  USE. 

OVER  THE  PAST  ELEVEN  MONTHS,  I  HAVE  ALSO  BEEN 
ADDRESSING  THE  ISSUES  OF  THE  DISTRICT'S  SPACE  NEEDS. 
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SPACE  PLANNING  AND  SPACE  MANAGEMENT,  IN  AN  EFFORT  TO 
ACHIEVE  REDUCTIONS  IN  RENTAL  AND  FACILITY  EXPENSES.    IT  IS 
PROJECTED  THAT  RENTAL  SAVINGS  CAN  BE  DERIVED  BY 
RELOCATING  GOVERNMENT  OFFICES  FROM  LEASED  FACILITIES 
INTO  GOVERNMENT-OWNED  PROPERTY,  AND  BY  RENEGOTIATING 
SOME  MONTH  TO  MONTH  LEASES. 

I  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU 
TODAY  TO  PRESENT  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 
AND  AM  PREPARED  TO  RESPOND  TO  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY 
HAVE. 


286 

Department  of  Administrative  Services 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS)  is  to  enhance  the  efficiency  of 
District  agencies  by  providing  centralized  support  services  to  all  Distiict  government  agencies 
subject  to  the  administrative  authority  of  the  Mayor  as  well  as  some  independent  agencies. 

Agency  Description 

DAS  provides  support  services  which  include:  procuring  major  supply  and  equipment  items; 
acquiring  land  and  buildings;  managing  the  funds  of  this  department  and  those  of  other  departments 
and  agencies  in  the  areas  of  space  rental,  energy,  telecommunications,  printing,  postage,  custodial, 
and  protective  services;  providing  telecommunications  and  janitorial  services;  managing  buildings; 
providing  security  services;  managing  the  energy  conservation  program;  providing  technical 
assistance  for  office  automation;  and  allocating  space  for  District  government  agencies.   The  work  of 
the  department  is  carried  out  through  the  following  programs: 

■  Procurement  and  General  Services-includes  commodities,  services  and  technology 
acquisition,  personal  property,  and  procurement  services  and  support. 

■  Information  Resources  Management— includes  technology  and  systems  management  services, 
telecommunications,  printing,  and  automated  information  systems. 

■  Buildings  Management-includes  facility  services,  buildings  operations,  energy  management, 
and  protective  services. 

■  Real  Property- includes  real  estate,  property  management,  and  property  information 
management. 

■  Administration  and  Program  Support— includes  policy,  compliance,  contract  monitoring, 
administration,  audit  and  finance,  and  departmental  management  and  support  activities. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $40,720,000  and  434.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $776,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $12,X56,000  and  307.0  FTEs.  a  decrease  of  $12,026,000  and  no 
change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $27,X64,000  and  127.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $1 1,250,000  and 
no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $41,496,(XK)  and  434.0 
FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $1,348,000  and  an  increase  of  23.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $24,882,000  and  307.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $2,644,000 
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and  an  increase  of  19.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $16,614,000  and  127.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of 

$1,296,000  and  an  increase  of  4.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  changes  are  described  in  detail  in  the  program  sections  of  the  budget. 

Major  Changes  for  both  fiscal  years  include: 

FY  1994: 

■  A  decrease  of  $347,000  in  contractual  services  that  would  have  been  used  for  janitorial 
services. 

■  A  decrease  of  $2,750,000  in  supplies,  energy,  contractual  services,  and  communications.   Of 
this  amount,  $2,000,000  will  be  replaced  through  nonappropriated  revenue  from  the 
implementation  of  a  small  purchase  consolidation  program. 

■  An  increase  of  $453,000  and  1 9  FTEs  restores  funding  for  janitorial  and  security  services  for 
Council-occupied  space  at  the  District  Building. 

■  Increase  of  $2,000,000  in  the  revised  FY  1994  nonappropriated  budget  and  $3,250,000  in  the 
FY  1995  nonappropriated  budget  as  a  result  of  the  implementation  of  a  small  purchase 
consolidation  program. 

FY  1995: 

■  A  decrease  of  $347,000  in  FY  1995  from  contractual  services  that  would  have  been  used  for 
janitorial  services. 

■  An  increase  of  $453,000  and  1 9  FTEs  restores  funding  for  janitorial  and  security  services  for 
Council-occupied  space  at  the  District  Building, 

■  A  decrease  of  $10,776,000  in  administrative  cost  reductions. ' 

■  A  decrease  of  $  4,000,000  in  supplies,  energy,  contractual  services,  and  communications.    Of 
this  amount,  $3,250,000  will  be  replaced  through  nonappropriated  revenue  from  the 
implementation  of  a  small  purchase  consolidation  program. 

■  Consolidation,  redirection,  or  renaming  of  divisions  within  various  adminisffations  to 
streamline  operations  in  line  with  the  Mayor's  commitment  to  make  the  District  government 
more  efficient  and  effective  and  better  describe  responsibilities  and  functions. 

■  Redirection  of  the  Printing  Division  in  FY  1995,  with  $3,923,000  in  funding  and  30  FTEs 
from  the  Procurement  and  General  Services  Administration  to  the  Information  Resources 
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Management  Administration. 

■  A  decrease  of  $704,000  in  the  nonappropriated  budget  requests  as  a  result  of  revised 
forecasts,  primarily  in  the  area  of  printing,  due  to  decreased  expenditures. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:    A  proposed  decrease  of  $347,000  in  DAS'  revised  FY  1994  budget  in  contracted  janitorial 
services  at  District  government  facilities  will  eliminate  funding  that  would  have  been  used  by  the 
department  to  increase  the  level  of  contracted  janitorial  services  at  District  government  facilities. 
The  decrease  will  reduce  the  ciurent  level  of  service  to  Level  X  which  allows  for  the  daily  cleaning 
of  restrooms  and  the  removal  of  trash  and  the  weekly  cleaning  of  offices. 

Other  changes  will  have  the  following  impacts: 

■  There  will  be  a  delay,  at  selected  facilities,  in  the  activation  of  air  conditioning  until  July  1, 
1994  in  addition  to  shutting  off  all  air  conditioning  and  ventilation  for  three  working  days  in 
each  of  the  months  of  July,  August,  and  September  at  selected  facilities. 

■  The  citywide  consolidation  of  small  purchases  may  require  new  user  fees  to  agencies  to 
recapture  lost  revenues. 

■  A  reduction  in  the  amount  of  custodial  and  computer-related  supplies  purchased. 

■  Janitorial  and  security  services  for  Council-occupied  space  at  the  District  building  will 
become  the  responsibility  of  DAS. 

Administrative  Costs  reductions,  reflected  in  the  FY  1 995  budget,  will  have  the  following  impacts: 

■  A  reduction  in  DAS's  budget  as  the  result  of  District-wide  savings  due  to  agencies  moving 
from  leased  to  owned  space. 

■  A  reduction  in  the  area  of  supplies,  printing,  and  postal  services. 

■  A  reduction  in  personal  services  to  be  achieved  through  leave  management. 
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Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (AS) 


Staffing  (FTE  Positions! 

Funding  ($000)                                      { 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

10  Admlnlstrallon  and 
Program  Support 

15.? 

33.0 

33.0 

34.0 

4.469 

1.649 

1,587 

1,615 

20  Procurement  and  General 
Services  Admn 

66.3 

93.0 

93.0 

59.0 

5.872 

7254 

8.458 

5,502 

30  Information  Resources 
Management  Admn 

44.8 

36.0 

36.0 

66,0 

1.703 

1.728 

1.713 

5_523 

40  Buildings  Management 
Adminlstrallon 

227.6 

231.0 

250.0 

249.0 

19.077 

22.653 

20.157 

18,454 

50  Real  Property 
Adminlstratioo 

14.4 

18.0 

22.0 

26.0 

12.126 

9.560 

9.581 

9,626 

Total  Agency 

188.4 

411  0 

434.0 

434.0 

43247 

42.844 

41.4% 

40,720 

Appropriated  Funds 

303.S 

288.0 

307.0 

307.0 

37,739 

27.526 

24.882 

12356 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

n.o 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dislrlcl  Funds 

84.5 

123.0 

123.0 

123.0 

4.755 

14.729 

16,005 

27255 

Other  Funds 

no 

0,0 

4.0 

4.0 

753 

589 

609 

609 

Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (AS) 


Measures 

FY92 

FV93 

FY94 

FY95 

Agency  contracts  awarded 

360 

210 

210 

210 

Facilities  mainUlned 

43 

60 

56 

56 

Number  of  raclllties  provided  security 

no 

110 

115 

115 

Number  of  telephone  orders  priKesvsed 

4.012 

4.525 

4.900 

5.400 
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Table  V 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (AS) 


Expenditure  Type 

Sufflng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY93 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FY»4 
Revised 

FV9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Pcnoiul  Servkei 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

280.9 

288.0 

307.0 

307.0 

8.949 

7.147 

7.607 

7.691 

Other  Pay 

22.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

439 

426 

426 

426 

AddlUonal  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

478 

381 

381 

350 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.495 

1.410 

1.403 

1.150 

Total  Personal  Services 

303.8 

288.0 

307.0 

307.0 

11.361 

9.354 

9.817 

9.617 

NoflPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

249 

181 

151 

120 

Energy 

6.847 

5.737 

3.337 

36 

(-ommunlcatJons 

240 

240 

240 

0 

Building  Rent 

8.083 

8,005 

8.105 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

7.875 

3.945 

3.178 

3.029 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

3.000 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

84 

54 

54 

54 

Total  NonPersonai  Services 

26.378 

18.162 

15.065 

3.239 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

303.8 

288.0 

307.0 

307.0 

37.739 

27.526 

24.882 

12.856 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Rather  than  highlighting  your  statement,  why  don't 
you  just  start  on  the  discussion  that  we  have  had  on  contracting? 

CONTRACT  PROCEDURES 

It  seems  as  though  your  agency  signs  off  on  contracts  over  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  money  and  makes  what  is  called  a  D&F — a  deter- 
minations and  fundings  statement.  The  Inspector  General  has 
found  that  on  certain  occasions,  including  purchases  that  your  par- 
ticular agency  has  made,  your  agency  has  not  done  so. 

And  then  there  is  some  reason  to  believe  that  even  where  there 
is  a  D&F,  the  contract,  on  its  face,  still  does  not  appear  to  be  justi- 
fied. 

So  if  you  can  start  there,  and  then  we  will  move  along. 

85  PERCENT  OF  D.C.  CONTRACTS  COMPETITIVELY  BID 

Mr.  Marshall.  If  I  can  first  clarify  the  issue  about  the  services. 

First  of  all,  it  appears  to  me  that  85  percent  or  more  of  all  the 
contracts  in  the  District  of  Columbia  are  done  competitively,  which 
is  the  principal  reason  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  was  put  in 
place.  So  far,  we  have  talked  about  10  or  a  15  percent,  but  it  is 
clear  to  me  that  85  percent  of  the  time  competition  sets  the  price. 
It  probably  could  be  better;  we  will  talk  about  that  later.  Even  with 
that  85  percent,  I  think  the  15  percent  needs  to  be  dissected. 

SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS/OSA 

When  we  talk  about  sole  source  contracts,  people  don't  under- 
stand what  is  in  the  number.  The  District  of  Columbia  is  a  unique 
enterprise.  We  are  able  to  purchase  under  GSA  contracts.  Each  is 
a  sole  source  contract  and  would  be  reflected  as  such.  We  assume 
GSA  has  a  good  price,  and  yet  it  is  one  of  the  top  choices  of  supply 
the  District  of  Columbia  has  to,  by  regulation,  use.  But  those  will 
be  sole  source  contracts  and  would  be  included  as  such.  There 
would  not  be  a  D&F  for  those.  So  there  would  be  a  disparity  for 
those,  8ind  there  would  be  no  D&F, 

CENTRALIZED-DECENTRALIZED  PROCUREMENT  PROCESS 

The  District  of  Columbia  has  a  "centralized  decentralized"  pro- 
gram. What  I  mean  by  that  is  we  have  central  responsibilities  at 
the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  to  ensure  that  people 
are  in  compliance  with  the  law.  On  the  other  hand,  other  agencies 
have  up  to  a  million  dollars  of  contract  authority  they  exercise 
independently.  We  see  them  on  something  called  a  procurement  re- 
view committee,  which  is  a  staff  committee  of  my  staff  and  a  staff 
of  contracting  officers  from  other  agencies  who  attempt  to  review 
these  procurements  before  I  see  them.  They  recommend  whether  or 
not  they  should  be  approved,  modified,  denied,  et  cetera. 

There  is  a  disparity  between  the  number  that  comes  to  us  and 
the  number  approved.  Often  some  come  and  don't  get  approved  be- 
cause we  send  them  back  and  the  agency  chooses  not  to  resubmit 
them  because  they  know  they  won't  be  approved. 
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PROGRESS  DURING  PAST  11  MONTHS 

I  have  been  at  this  agency  11  months,  and  I  think  during  that 
time  we  have  made  a  lot  of  progress  in  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
curement process. 

INDIVIDUAL  IG  REPORTS  ON  AGENCY  CONTRACTING 

While  I  respect  this  report,  one  of  the  things  about  the  Inspector 
General's  report,  is  that  this  was  a  compilation  of  reports  for  the 
year,  and  each  individual  report  had  responses  by  agencies.  I  think 
it  would  be  useful,  and  we  will  try  to  supply  that  for  the  record, 
to  let  you  see  what  the  agencies  responded  to  in  their  respective 
reports  rather  than  compilations. 

iThe  information  follows:] 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
Office  of  Inspector  General 


REVIEW  OF  PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HUMAN  SERVICES 

GIG  No.  9413-02  April  21,  1994 


THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED 
FOR  OFFICIAL  PURPOSES  ONLY 

AND  MAY  NOT  BE  RELEASED 
WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR  APPROVAL 
OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE   OF   THE   MAYOR 


OFFICE  OF   THE   INSPECTOR   GENERAL 


«cri.v  TO 

419   I2tm   street    N  W 
WASHINGTON     DC 


RM  a04 
20004 


April  21,  1994 


OIG  No.  9413-02 


To  the  Mayor: 


This  is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 

Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Human  Services".  The  review  was  made  in 

accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C. 

""Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all 

procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracting 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Human  Services  (DHS)  were  being  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  in  an  efficient 
and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for  improvement  related 
to:  emergency  and  sole  source  procurement;  the  exercise  of  options;  and  small 
purchases. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  DHS  response  to  our  draft  report  setting  forth 
corrective  action  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  report.  These 
actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 

Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Director, 
Department  of  Human  Services;  and  the  Director,  Department  of  Administrative 
Services. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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Review  of  Procurement  Activities 

of  the 

Department  of  Human  Services 


INTRODUCTION 


The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Human  Services.  The  audit  was 
performed  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985, 
D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to  annually  conduct 
an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
seq.)  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  lC5(b)(l)  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

Department  of  Human  Services 

The  mission  of  the  Department  of  Human  Services  (DHS)  is  to  meet  the  health  and 
welfare  needs  of  individuals  and  families  in  the  District  of  Columbia  by  ensuring  the 
development  and  implementation  of  health  and  social  services  policies.  The  mission 
of  the  department  is  achieved  through  four  Com-tiissions:  Health  Care  Finance;  Mental 
Health  Services;  Public  Health;  and  Social  Services.  The  Commissions  receive 
administrative  support  and  assistance  from  the  Management  Support  Services  component 
of  DHS. 
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Mayor's  Order  90-178,  as  amended,  delegates  to  the  Director  of  OHS  contracting 
authority  with  respect  to:  (a)  services  from  hospitals  and  medical  vendors  under  the 
Medical  Assistance  Program  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  (b)  professional,  technical 
and  scientific  services  for  persons  with  developmental  disabilities  who  participate 
in  DHS  programs;  (c)  appliances  and  other  specialized  items  peculiar  to  the 
vocational  rehabilitation  program;  and,  (d)  other  medical,  health  and  human  care 
services  necessary  to  perform  functions  delegated  to  DHS.  Section  115(a)  of  the 
Order  authorizes  contracting  officers  to  place  orders  directly  under  federal  supply 
..contracts  for  goods  and  services  up  to  $25,000.  Section  1801.2,  of  the  D.C. 
Procurement  Regulations  delegates  to  the  Director  of  OHS  small  purchase  authority  up 
to  $10,000.  Goods  and  services  exceeding  $10,000,  other  than  those  mentioned  above, 
must  be  procured  by  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 

The  procurement  and  contracting  activities  of  DHS  are  carried  out  by  the  Office 
of  Contracts,  Grants  and  Procurement,  within  the  Management  Support  Services 
component  of  the  department. 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  if  the  procurement  activities  of  DHS  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
the  District's  procurement  regulations  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner. 
The  audit  Included  discussions  with  officials  and  staff  of  DHS  and  a  review  of  DHS 
policies,  procedures  and  records  related  to  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services 
from  October  1,  1992  through  September  30,  1993. 

During  the  period  covered  by  our  review,  the  DHS  executed  over  17,000 
procurement  actions  totaling  about  $260  million.  These  procurement  actions  Included 
contracts,  change  orders,  contract  modifications  and  purchase  orders.  Using  random 
and  judgmental  selections,  we  examined  144  procurement  actions  totaling  over  $23 
million.  The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  government 
auditing  standards  and  included  such  tests  as  we  considered  necessary  In  the 
circumstances. 
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INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  DHS  including  applicable  internal  administrative  controls, 
that  have  a  material  impact  on  the  results  of  procurement  activities,  to  the  extent 
we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate  the  system  as  required  by  generally  accepted 
government  auditing  standards  for  performance  audits  contained  in  the  Government 
Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision),  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
^States.  In  planning  and  conducting  our  audit,  we  gave  consideration  to  the  concepts 
of  materiality  and  control  risks.  We  noted  no  matters  involving  the  internal  control 
structure  and  its  operation  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  as  defined 
above. 

COMPLIANCE 

Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  aadits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing 
procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

Our  review  disclosed  that,  for  the  items  tested,  DHS  was  not  always  in 
compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  relative  to  emergency  and  sole  source 
procurements,  the  exercise  of  options  and  small  purchases.  With  respect  to  items  not 
tested,  nothing  came  to  our  attention  which  would  indicate  that  DHS  was  in  compliance 
with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  to  a  greater  degree.  These  matters  are 
discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report  with  recommendations  for  improving 
compliance  with  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 
EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS 

Our  review  disclosed  that  DHS  made  excessive  and  improper  use  of  emergency 
contracting  procedures.  As  a  result,  mill  ions  of  dollars  worth  of  goods  and  services 
were  procured,  over  long  periods  of  time,  without  adequate  competition,  which  may 
have  prevented  the  District  from  procuring  such  items  at  the  most  economical  cost. 

Section  1710  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  provides  that  a 
procurement  on  an  emergency  basis  may  be  approved  when  an  emergency  condition  exists 
(such  as  a  flood,  epidemic,  riot,  equipment  failure,  or  other  reason  set  forth  in  a 
proclamation  issued  by  the  Mayor),  which  creates  an  immediate  threat  to  the  public 
health,  welfare,  or  safety.  In  the  absence  of  an  emergency  condition,  an  emergency 
procurement  shall  not  be  justified  on  the  basis  of  the  lack  of  adequate  advance 
planning,  administrative  delays,  insufficient  procurement  personnel,  improper 
handling  of  procurement  requests  or  competitive  procedures;  or,  pending  expiration 
of  budget  authority. 

Section  1710.5  limits  the  period  of  all  emergency  procurements  to  a  maximum  of 
120  days.  Section  1710.6  provides  that,  for  long-term  requirements,  the  contracting 
officer  shall  initiate  a  separate  non-emergency  procurement  action  at  the  same  time 
that  the  emergency  procurement  is  made. 

The  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG)  examined  13  emergency  contracts,  selected 
at  random,  which  were  awarded  by  DHS.  016  concluded  that  ten  of  the  13  contracts 
violated  emergency  procurement  procedures  provided  by  Chapter  1700  of  the  D.C. 
Procuremeot  Regulations. 
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Justification  for  Emergency  Procurement 

Nine  (9)  of  the  ten  contracts  did  not  have  a  Determination  and  Findings  (D&F) 
which  met  the  requirements  of  the  DCPR  for  the  use  of  emergency  procurement 
procedures.  In  each  case,  the  justification  for  the  emergency  procurement  was  that 
a  previous  contract  had  expired  before  a  new  one  could  be  put  into  place  or,  that  a 
Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  had  not  been  finalized. 

Business  Office  Services 

Included  in  our  test  were  two  emergency  contracts,  JA93788  ($82,625)  and  JA93790 
($88,023),  awarded  to  provide  Business  Office  Services  for  the  DHS  Commission  on 
Mental  Health  Services  (CMH).  Each  contract  provided  for  the  administration  of 
Patients  Accounts  Receivable  including  income  verification,  determination  of 
payability  and  accounts  maintenance  and  collection  for  a  two-week  period.  In  each 
case  the  accompanying  D&F  justified  the  use  of  emergency/sole  source  contracts 
because  of  delays  in  awarding  a  long-term  annual  contract. 

A  review  of  DHS  records  indicate  that  during  the  period  October  1992  through 
December  1993  DHS  awarded  32  such  contracts  to  the  same  vendor  for  services  totaling 
about  $3  million.  In  fact,  DHS  has  procured  these  services  from  the  same  vendor, 
without  competition,  since  May  of  1988,  a  period  of  more  than  five  and  one-half 
years,  expending  in  excess  of  $11  million  through  December  1993. 

Residential  Drug  Treatment 

We  noted  two  consecutive  emergency  contracts,  JA39565  and  JA39565,  for 
residential  drug  treatment,  in  the  same  amount  ($95,881),  were  awarded  to  the  same 
contractor.  In  each  case,  the  O&F  stated  that  the  emergency  existed  because  of  the 
nature  of  substance  abuse  dependency  and  the  need  of  patients  to  continue  the  course 
of  their  treatment.  A  previous  contract  had  expired  and  DHS  was  continuing  to 
contract  with  the  same  vendor  on  an  emergency  basis.  In  fact,  we  noted  at  least  ten 
consecutive  emergency  contracts  totaling  about  $958,800  had  been  awarded  to  the 
contractor  over  a  12  month  period. 
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Emerqency  Contracts  Awarded  on  Sole  Source  Basis 

Eight  (8)  of  the  13  emergency  contracts  reviewed  were  awarded  on  a  sole  source 
basis.  The  fact  that  an  emergency  exists  does  not  relieve  the  contracting  officer 
from  attempting  to  obtain  goods  and  services  through  competitive  means.  In  this 
regard.  Section  1712.3  of  the  OCPR  requires  contracting  officers  to  solicit  offers 
or  proposals  from  as  many  potential  contractors  as  possible  under  the  emergency 
condition.  Section  1701.2  provides  that  the  sole  source  method  shall  not  be  used 
when  there  is  insufficient  time  to  award  a  contract  through  competitive  sealed  bid 
(CSB)  or  competitive  sealed  proposal  (CSP)  unless  a  legitimate  emergency  exists. 
However,  as  stated  earlier,  most  of  the  emergency  contracts  reviewed  were  awarded 
mainly  because  of  the  lack  of  advance  planning  which  caused  DHS  to  continue  to 
receive  services  from  the  current  contractor  to  ensure  continuity  of  services. 

In  one  instance  an  emergency/sole  source  contract  (JA93980)  for  consultant 
services  was  justified  as  sole  source  on  the  basis  that:  "No  market  survey  was 
conducted  because  this  is  the  only  contractor  that  can  timely  perform  the  required 
minimum  needs  and  provide  continuity  of  services  already  in  progress."  However,  the 
contractor's  workplan  included  meetings  with  OHS  staff  to  obtain  an  understanding  of 
procedures  currently  in  effect.  In  our  opinion  the  tasks  required  under  the  contract 
did  not  require  unique  experience  or  expertise  and  could  have  been  performed  by  any 
number  of  consultants  with  similar  experience  located  in  the  metropolitan  area. 

Pre-execution  Review  of  Emergency  Contracts 

Our  review  disclosed  that  eight  (8)  of  the  13  emergency  contracts  reviewed  were 
intentionally  kept  at  or  below  $100,000  to  avoid  the  pre-execution  review  of 
emergency  contracts  over  $100,000  by  the  Director  of  DAS  required  by  Section  205  of 
Mayor's  Order  90-178.  The  Chief  of  the  OHS  Office  of  Contracts,  Grants  and 
Procurement  (OCGP)  informed  us  that  emergency  contracts  were  kept  below  $100,000 
because  of  the  length  of  time  it  takes  to  obtain  OAS  approval  and  because  of  the  lack 
of  adequate  funding  at  the  time  the  contracts  were  to  be  awarded. 
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Hodification  of  Emergency  Contracts 

Our  review  disclosed  that  two  emergency  contracts  had  been  modified  in  violation 
of  Section  1710.7  of  the  DCPR  which  provides  that:  "A  contract  procured  on  an 
emergency  basis  shall  not  be  modified  to  expand  the  scope  or  extend  the  time  of  the 
procurement  unless  a  limited  number  of  additional  commodities,  services,  or  other 
items  are  needed  to  fill  an  on-going  emergency  requirement...."  In  the  first 
instance  a  contract  (JA93669)  for  AIDS  services  was  modified  to  increase  the  quantity 
of  services  from  $100,000  to  $150,000.  In  the  second  case  a  contract  (JA93980)  for 
consultant  services  was  increased  from  $50,000  to  $120,550,  an  increase  of  141%,  as 
a  result  of  expansion  of  the  scope  of  work  to  be  performed.  In  the  latter  case  the 
contract  period  was  for  161  days  which  violated  the  120  day  limitation  of  emergency 
contracts  required  by  Section  1710.5  of  the  DCPR. 

The  Chief  of  OCGP  attributed  the  high  number  of  emergency  contracts  to  poor 
planning  and  problems  with  funding.  She  further  stated  that  meetings  are  being  held 
with  program  managers  to  determine  their  plans  and  needs  and  to  devise  schedules  with 
deadlines  for  submitting  requisitions  in  a  timely  manner  to  avoid  the  need  for 
emergency  contracts. 

Recommendation 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DHS  take  action  to  ensure  that  emergency 
contracts  are  awarded  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Chapter  17  of  the  D.C. 
Procurement  Regulations.  Such  action  should  include  efforts  to  make  program  managers 
aware  of  the  critical  importance  of  submitting  requisitions  for  goods  and  services 
in  a  timely  manner. 
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IHPROPER  ALTERATION  OF  CONTRACT 

Our  review  disclosed  one  instance  where  a  DHS  employee  made  unauthorized  changes 
to  a  procurement  document  after  it  was  signed  by  a  contracting  officer.  As  a  result, 
goods  and  services  were  procured  without  benefit  of  a  contract  in  violation  of  the 
requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  regarding  authority  to  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  District  government. 

On  February  26,  1993,  a  DAS  contracting  officer  signed  a  purchase  order 
{JA030136),  in  the  amount  of  $145,135  to  procure  computer  equipment  and  supplies  from 
a  GSA  Schedule  source  for  the  Youth  Services  Administration  (YSA)  of  the  Department 
of  Human  Services.  The  procurement  action  was  processed  by  DAS  because  the  items  and 
amount  exceeded  the  contracting  authority  of  DHS.  When  completed  the  purchase  order 
was  sent  to  YSA  for  review  and  forwarding  to  the  contractor. 

An  official  of  YSA,  who  did  not  have  contracting  authority,  altered  the  purchase 
order  before  forwarding  it  to  the  contractor,  adding  some  items  and  deleting  others. 
About  $65,000  in  non-GSA  items,  which  require  competitive  procurement,  were  added  to 
the  document  increasing  the  order  by  $3,977.  The  DHS  Office  of  the  Controller 
subsequently  denied  payment  for  items  and  amounts  billed  which  were  not  on  the 
original  copy  of  the  purchase  order.  This  matter  was  referred  to  the  DHS  Office  of 
Investigations  and  Compliance  for  review  and  had  not  been  resolved  at  the  time  this 
report  was  issued. 

A  similar  situation  in  DHS  was  reviewed  by  this  office  in  1993.  In  that  case, 
employees  of  another  DHS  unit,  who  also  did  not  have  contracting  authority, 
improperly  placed  orders  with  vendors,  resulting  in  procurement  without  benefit  of 
a  contract.  In  this  instance  we  recommended  that  the  Director  of  DHS  issue  a 
departmental  order  or  instruction  to  all  agency  managers  and  employees  reemphasizing 
District  regulations  related  to  contracting  authority  and  payment  of  claims  for  goods 
and  services. 
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Reconwnendatlon 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  OHS  take  immediate  action  to  ensure  that  DHS 
managers  and  employees  are  made  fully  aware  of  the  District's  procurement  laws  and 
regulations.  Such  efforts  should  include  the  issuance  of  departmental  orders  and 
instructions  and  formal,  in-house  training  programs.  In  addition,  we  recommend  that 
the  YSA  official  who  altered  the  purchase  order  be  removed. 

EXERCISE  OF  CONTRACT  OPTIONS 

Our  review  disclosed  that  DHS  circumvented  procurement  procedures  related  to  the 
exercise  of  options.  Section  1010.4  (g)  provides  that  the  Director  of  DAS  may 
conduct  a  pre-execution  review  of  a  proposed  contract  modification  (except  to  a 
construction  contract)  in  an  amount  greater  than  one  hundred  thousand  dollars 
($100,000). 

DHS  officials  stated  that  partial  options  were  used  because  funding  was  not 
always  available  to  cover  the  usual  12  month  period  of  an  option.  (A  partial  option 
is  an  option  for  a  period  of  less  than  one  year).  However,  the  fact  that  all  of  the 
partial  options  were  for  $100,000  or  less  indicates  an  attempt  to  circumvent  review 
and  approval  by  DAS. 

We  noted  that  DHS  exercised  a  total  of  27  partial  options  to  extend  services 
being  received  under  six  (6)  contracts.  In  each  case  the  partial  option  amounted  to 
$100,000  or  less.  As  a  result  options  were  not  approved  in  advance  by  the  Director 
of  DAS. 

For  example,  the  base  year  for  contract  JA390336  covered  the  period  February  1, 
1992  through  January  31,  1993.  On  January  13,  1993  DHS  notified  the  contractor  of 
their  intent  to  exercise  the  first  option  period  in  the  contract.  DHS  stated  that 
the  contract  would  be  extended  from  February  1,  1993  to  January  31,  1994  or  a 
fraction  thereof.  The  amount  of  the  first  year  option  was  $483,014. 
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On  January  28,  1993,  a  partial  option  for  the  period  February  1,  1993  through 
April  11,  1993  was  exercised.  The  amount  was  $92,632.  On  April  9,  1993  a  second 
partial  option  was  exercised  for  the  same  amount  covering  the  period  April  12,  1993 
through  June  20,  1993.  Two  more  partial  options  for  the  same  amount  were  exercised 
covering  the  periods  June  21,  1993  through  August  29,  1993  and  August  30,  1993 
through  November  7,  1993. 

In  another  case,  the  original  contract  covered  the  period  February  12,  1990 
-.through  February  11,  1991.   The  third  option  period  began  on  February  12,  1993. 
Seven  partial  options,  each  at  $98,353,  were  exercised  from  February  12,  1993  through 
September  27,  1993. 

The  exercise  of  partial  options  not  only  circumvents  review  by  the  Director  of 
DAS  but  also  is  inefficient  due  to  the  amount  of  administrative  resources  required 
to  process  the  options.  For  example,  the  exercise  of  seven  partial  options  required 
the  preparation  of  seven  D&F's,  change  order/modification  forms,  and  procurement 
information  documents  (PID).  The  staff  hours  spent  preparing  the  documents, 
obtaining  signatures,  entering  data  into  the  procurement  management  information 
system,  etc.,  could  have  been  more  productively  utilized. 

Recominendation 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DHS  take  action  to  ensure  that  options  are 
exercised  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  District  procurement 
regulations. 

COST  AND  PRICING  DATA 

As  part  of  our  review  we  examined  two  contracts  awarded  under  the  Competitive 
Sealed  Proposal  method  of  procurement.  In  these  cases  DHS  was  generally  In 
compliance  with  the  DCPR.  However,  we  noted  that  cost  and  pricing  data  required  by 
Section  1624  of  the  DCPR  were  not  submitted  as  required. 
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The  contractors  submitted  affidavits  which  stated  that:  "The  cost  and  pricing 
data  furnished  for  this  contract  are  current,  complete  and  accurate."  However,  cost 
and  pricing  data,  such  as  salaries,  labor,  rents,  materials,  etc.,  were  not  furnished 
as  part  of  the  affidavit. 

Recommendation 

The  OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DHS  take  action  to  ensure  that  cost  and 
j)ricing  data  are  submitted  in  the  form  intended  by  Section  1624  of  DCPR. 

SHALL  PURCHASE  PROCUREMENT 

OIG  examined  67  procurement  actions  executed  using  small  purchase  procedures. 
OIG  determined  that  DHS  did  not  comply  with  small  purchase  procedures  related  to:  the 
use  of  blanket  purchase  agreements;  obtaining  quotations;  and,  D&F's  for  sole  source 
procurements. 

Blanket  Purchase  Agreements 

A  Blanket  Purchase  Agreement  (BPA)  is  a  small  purchase  procedure  limited  to 
purchases  of  $10,000  or  less.  Section  1810.1  of  the  DCPR  provides  that  a  BPA  may  be 
used  to  fill  anticipated  repetitive  needs  for  supplies,  services  or  other  items  by 
establishing  charge  accounts  with  sources  of  supply.  Section  1810.4  provides  that 
a  BPA  is  not  a  contract  and  may  be  established  without  a  purchase  requisition  or  the 
obligation  of  funds.  Section  1810.3  provides  that  a  BPA  shall  not  be  used  for  any 
commodity,  service,  or  other  item  for  which  a  requirements  type  contract  has  been 
issued  by  the  District. 

OIG  examined  32  blanket  purchase  agreements  (BPA).  In  24  Instances  the  BPA 
represented  a  repetitive  purchase  of  the  same  goods  or  services,  from  the  same 
vendor,  on  a  monthly  basis,  with  total  purchases  significantly  exceeding  $10,000 
during  the  period  covered  by  our  review.  In  these  instances  competitive  contracting 
procedures  should  have  been  used  instead  of  small  purchase  procedures. 
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For  example,  monthly  BPA's  were  used  to  procure  respite  care  services  from  two 
vendors.  Each  BPA  totaled  about  $9,000  for  each  vendor,  or  about  $200,000  in  total 
during  a  12  month  period.  The  issuance  of  repetitive  BPA's  is  inefficient  like  the 
issuance  of  repetitive  emergency  contracts  and  partial  options  discussed  earlier  in 
this  report. 

DHS  officials  informed  OIG  that  they  agreed  that  respite  care  should  be  procured 
through  the  normal  contract  process,  that  the  estimated  total  yearly  cost  of  respite 
^care  was  about  $950,000;  and,  that  an  RFP  will  be  issued  for  these  services. 

In  addition,  we  noted  three  (3)  instances  where  a  BPA  was  used  to  hire  social 
workers  and  clerical  support  staff  required  under  a  court  order  (the  LaShawn,  A. 
decree).  Each  BPA  totaled  $100,000  and  was  used  to  circumvent  a  hiring  freeze. 
However,  if  an  emergency  was  justified  DHS  should  have  used  the  emergency  contracting 
provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  not  small  purchase  procedures. 

Request  for  Quotations  Not  Obtained 

OIG  examined  two  purchase  orders  (JA362216  and  JA362217),  totaling  $8,050  and 
$9,105  respectively  for  the  procurement  of  clothing.  DHS  did  not  obtain  three  quotes 
for  these  procurements  as  required  by  Section  1803.1  of  the  DCPR. 

Sole  Source  Procedures  Not  Followed 

Section  1803.5  of  the  DCPR  requires  that  the  contracting  officer  must  make  a 
determination  in  writing  when  limiting  procurement  to  sole  source.  Our  review 
disclosed  two  instances  where  a  D&F  was  not  on  file;  and  two  instances  where  the  D&F 
on  file  was  not  signed  by  the  contracting  officer,  where  purchases  were  made  using 
the  sole  source  method. 
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Recommendation 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DHS  take 
action  to  ensure  that:  1)  blanket  purchase  agreements  are  used  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  and  intent  of  Chapter  18  of  the  DCPR;  2)  quotations  are  obtained  in 
accordance  with  Chapter  18,  when  small  purchase  procedures  are  employed;  and,  3)  sole 
source  procedures  per  Section  1803.5  are  followed  when  solicitation  is  limited  to  one 
source. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

The  results  of  our  review  clearly  shows  the  need  for  development  of  an 
efficient,  effective  procurement  program  which  provides  sufficient  advance  planning 
to  ensure  that  goods  and  services  are  procured  in  a  timely  fashion  and  at  the  lowest 
possible  cost  to  the  District.  The  conditions  noted  in  this  report  were  generally 
due  to  failure  on  the  part  of  program  managers  to  identify  and  submit  requisitions 
for  goods  and  services  needed  to  administer  their  programs  to  the  DHS  procurement 
division  in  sufficient  time  to  permit  purchases  to  be  made  in  a  normal,  routine 
manner.  However,  such  was  not  the  case.  The  majority  of  procurements  reviewed 
involved  the  use  of  emergency,  sole  source,  and  other  accelerated  methods  of 
procurement  which  bypassed  competitive  procurement. 

In  improving  its  procurement  program  OIG  suggests  that  the  Director  of  DHS 
consider  utilizing  generally  accepted  analysis  techniques  used  by  management  such  as 
PERT  (Program  Evaluation  and  Review  Technique)  or  CPM  (Critical  Path  Method).  In 
view  of  the  total  and  flagrant  disregard  of  the  procurement  regulations  by  the  Office 
of  Contracts,  Grants  and  Procurement,  OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DHS  take 
corrective  and/or  adverse  action. 

OIG  COMMENTS  ON  AGENCY  REPLY  TO  DRAFT  REPORT 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  DHS  for  review  and  comment,  and  an  exit 
conference  was  held  on  April  19,  1994.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  DHS  response  in 
which  DHS  sets  forth  corrective  action  taken  and  planned. 
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In  its  response  DHS  states  that  the  draft  audit  report  recommendations  appeared 
not  to  be  cognizant  of  the  systemic  procurement  problems  the  agency  faces  and  the 
urgency  of  the  human  services  needs  of  the  customers  DHS  serves.  However,  OIG  has 
long  been  aware  of  the  special  problems  facing  DHS  and  has  always  taken  these  matters 
into  consideration  when  conducting  audits  of  the  programs  and  operations  of  DHS. 
However,  the  type  and  extent  of  non-compliance  noted  could  not  be  justified  solely 
on  the  existence  of  these  conditions.  This  is  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  instance 
where  business  office  services  have  been  obtained  for  more  than  five  years  without 
..benefit  of  a  competitively  awarded  contract.  This  and  other  examples  in  the  report 
indicate  a  significant  degree  of  non-compliance  existed  during  the  period  covered  by 
our  audit,  primarily  due  to  the  lack  of  adequate  advance  planning. 

The  response  further  stated  that  at  no  time  were  DHS  staff  consulted  by  the  OIG 
audit  team  to  explain  any  action  thought  by  the  auditors  to  be  improper.  However, 
the  conditions  noted  were  discussed  at  length  with  DHS  procurement  personnel. 
Specific  purchase  orders  which  were  not  in  compliance  with  the  regulations  were 
discussed  with  the  Chief  of  Procurement.  In  addition,  initial  findings  regarding 
emergency  contracts  were  discussed  with  the  Acting  Chief  of  Contracts.  On  January 
25,  1994,  OIG  met  with  the  Chief,  Office  of  Contracts,  Grants  and  Procurement  to 
discuss  the  results  of  the  audit.  Although  each  individual  item  was  not  discussed, 
in  our  view,  sufficient  information  was  provided  on  the  results  of  our  review  of  the 
procurement  activities  of  DHS  during  the  period  covered  by  the  audit. 

On  page  three  of  the  response  DHS  states  that  the  draft  report  was  incorrect 
with  regard  to  the  modification  of  contract  JA/93669,  from  $100,000  to  $200,000. 
Subsequent  review  shows  that  the  District's  Financial  Management  System  (FMS) 
incorrectly  lists  a  $50,000  modification  for  another  contract  (JA/9367I)  as  being  a 
modification  of  this  one.  The  report  has  been  changed  to  show  that  the  contract  was 
increased  from  $100,000  to  $150,000. 
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Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HUMAN  SERVICES 


OFFtCe  or  THE  OIRCCTOM 

TCLCPHOMC,    202279-e00t 
FAKi   20t'27»aOI4 


April   19,    1994 


MAIUNS  AOORESS: 

P.O.  BO<  S4047 
Washinctom.  OX.   200U' 


MgMOBAiroOII 


TO: 


FROM: 


.•^^ 


SUBJECT: 


Samuel  McClendon,  Bpq. 
Inspector  General  / 

Vincent  C.  Gray  l[t\\CUA^  C"  "^^""^^^ 
Director        '      '         Q 

Draft  Report  -  Review  of  Procurement  Activities  of  the 
Department  of  Human  Services  (GIG  No.  9413-02) 


Attached  is  the  Department  of  Human  Services  (DBS)  response  to 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  your  Office's  annual  review 
of  DHS  procurement  activities. 

Ne  believe  great  strides  have  been  made  over  the  past  three  years 
in  improving  the  procurement  and  contracting  function  in  the 
Department  and  in  coming  into  compliance  with  the  Procurement 
Practices  Act  and  its  implementing  regulations,  DCHR  27.   Since 
your  last  report  we  have  also  instituted  contract  monitoring 
procedures  throughout  the  agency,  and  have  made  concerted  efforts 
to  provide  procurement  training  to  our  staff. 
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REVIEW  OP   PROCUREMENT   ACTIVITIES 

OF   THE 

DEPARTHEMT  OF  HUMAN  SERVICES  (DHS) 

DRAFT  AUDIT  REPORT 

OIG  No.  9413-02 


DBS  Response 
April    19,    1994 

The  following  response  is  provided  to  the  findings  in  the  draft 
audit  report  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  on 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Human  Services  (DHS). 

The  Department  has  made  significant  progress  in  coming  into 
compliance  with  the  procurement  law  and  regulations  over  the  past 
three  years.  However,  the  District's  extremely  cumJbersome 
procurement  requirements  when  combined  with  DHS's  limited 
procurement  authority,  and  slow  response  time  at  those  steps  in  the 
procurement  process  that  must  be  performed  outside  the  agency, 
often  results  in  situations  where  DHS  has  no  choice  but  to  resort 
to  emergency  contracts,  sole  source  contracts,  or  exceed  its  small 
purchase  authority. 

The  draft  audit  report  recommendations  appeared  not  to  be  cognizant 
of  the  systemic  procurement  problems  that  DHS  faces  in  trying  to 
ensure  the  provision  of  essential  services  while  utilizing  an  often 
dysfunctional  District  procurement  system.  Contracting  officials' 
fundamental  duty  is  to  take  actions  that  are  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  government;  however,  rigid  adherence  to  the  current 
procurement  regulations  would  prohibit  such  results.  Therefore, 
the  regulations  must  be  interpreted  with  some  degree  of  flexibility 
in  order  not  to  grind  the  delivery  of  human  services  to  a  halt. 

Faced  with  the  urgency  of  the  human  service  needs  of  the  customers 
served  by  DHS,  it  should  be  noted  that  at  ho  time  are  the 
procurement  regulations  circumvented  or  intentionally  not  used  by 
Contract  Specialists,  the  Chiefs  of  the  Contracts  or  Procurement 
Divisions,  the  Chief  of  OCGP,  or  DHS  Contracting  Officers.  Actions 
Identified  by  the  OIG  audit  team  were  done  by  DHS  using  its  own 
procurement  authority  in  order  to  continue  essential  human 
services,  and  appropriate  documentation  is  in  the  files  justifying 
the  nature  of  each  action. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  at  no  time  were  DHS  staff  consulted  by 
the  OIG  audit  team  to  explain  any  action  thought  by  the  auditors  to 
be  improper.  In  the  one  (1)  exit  conference  held  with  the  Chief, 
OCGP,  the  specific  findings  were  not  relayed.  General  instances 
were  given  where  procurement  procedures  need  to  be  strengthened  but 
no  information  was  given  which  indicated  violations  as  are  cited  in 
the  report. 
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DHS  Response:  OIG  No.  9413-02 
April  19,  1994 

Additionally,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  audit  was  conducted  during 
the  period  that  DHS  moved  from  801  M.  Capitol  St.  to  801  East — 
necessarily  disrupting  the  auditors'  access  to  contract  files  and 
supporting  documentation. 

Following  are  DHS  responses  to  the  specific  audit  findings. 

Page  5.  JUSTIFICATION  FOR  EMERGENCY  PROCUREMENT 

It  has  been  agreed  as  a  practical  matter  between  DHS  and  DAS  that 
essential  services  must  be  continued  under  a  contract  in  order  not 
to  violate  the  statutory  rule  contained  in  D.C.  Code  Section  1- 
1181.5(d)  (1)  which  is  only  to  pay  for  services  under  a  duly 
executed  contract.  Therefore,  when  a  long  term  procurement 
process  has  been  started  but  not  yet  finalized,  the  emergency 
process  must  be  used  in  the  interim. 

.  BUSINESS  OFFICE  SERVICES 

Emergency  contracts  continued  while  a  RFP  was  being  prepared. 
In  several  meetings  with  DAS,  instructions  were  given  to 
separate  the  services  and  prepare  RFPs  accordingly;  however, 
approval  to  issue  the  RFP  was  never  given  by  DAS.  A 
competition  is  being  developed. 

.  RESIDENTIAL  DRUG  TREATMENT 
CContracts  JA/93565  and  93566) 

Only  a  portion  of  the  justification  from  the  D&F  was  used  in 
the  draft  audit  report.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  DSF 
clearly  states  that  a  solicitation  (MHC)  was  in  the 
negotiation  stage  with  the  highest  ranked  vendor,  emd  to 
solicit  a  new  vendor  for  a  twenty  five  (25)  day  period  would 
have  been  disruptive  for  the  residents  and  severely  affected 
the  "continuity  of  care"  which  is  critical  for  this  type  of 
service. 

It  should  be  also  noted  that  DHS  had  approval  from  DAS  to 
issue  emergency  sole  source  contracts,  where  appropriate, 
based  on  "continuity  of  care,"  threat  to  health,  welfare  and 
safety  of  customers  and  if  a  solicitation  was  in  process.  In 
the  case  of  these  contracts,  all  situations  apply. 

Based  on  the  dire  need  for  the  substance  abuse  patients  to 
receive  continued  services  without  any  disruption,  the  same 
vendor  was  used.  This  approach  also  conforms  with  the 
regulatory  requirement  under  27  DCMR  Subsection  1701.1,  "where 
it  is  both  necessary  and  in  the  best  interests  o£  the 
District"  to  use  sole  source  selection. 
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DHS  Response:  OIG  No.  9413-02 
April  19,  1994 

Page  6;  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS  AWARDED  OM  SOLE  SOURCE  BASIg 

As  Stated  above,  it  must  be  noted  that  DHS  has  approval  from  DAS  to 
issue  emergency  sole  source  contracts,  where  appropriate,  based  on 
"continuity  of  care,"  threat  to  health,  welfare  and  safety  of 
customers  and  if  a  solicitation  is  in  process.  In  the  case  of  these 
contracts,  all  situations  apply. 

Contract  JA/93980  The  audit  report  quotes  the  D&F  prepared 
for  the  emergency  sole  source  only  in  part.  The  main 
justification  found  on  page  1  of  the  D&F  was  not  mentioned. 
It  clearly  states  that  the  emergency  sole  source  method  was 
used  because  of  the  extensive  knowledge  already  obtained  by 
the  contractor  on  LaShawn  mandates  and  timelines,  as  well  as 
the  vendor's  past  performance  in  helping  to  implement 
improvements  in  the  District's  child  welfare  system. 

A  Mayor's  Order  was  issued  sanctioning  the  emergency  method  of 
procurement  for  the  LaShawn  Consent  Decree  (see  attached 
Mayor's  Order).  Also  in  the  circumstances  contained  in  the 
D&F,  it  becomes  both  necessary  and  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  District  to  use  sole  source  (please  refer  to  27  DCMR 
Subsection  1701.1). 

Page  6:  PRE- EXECUTION  REVIEW  OF  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS 

When  the  emergency  procurement  method  is  used,  the  emergency 
contract  oust  be  executed  in  a  timely  manner.  Due  to  the  length  of 
time  that  DHS  is  experiencing  in  getting  contract  actions  returned 
from  DAS,  it  has  become  necessary  for  DHS  to  use  its  own  authority 
in  order  to  ensure  that  services  are  provided  in  order  to  comply 
with  court  ordered  placements,  and  to  avoid  disruption  in  services 
to  its  customers. 

Page  7:  MODIFICATION  OF  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS      '   ^ 

Contract  JA/93669:  DHS'  interpretation  of  the  regulations  does 
not  indicate  that  "doubling  the  quantity  in  an  emergency 
contract"  is  a  violation.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the 
finding  in  the  draft  report  is  incorrect.  The  contract  was 
increased  from  $100,000  to  $150,000.  The  PID  documents  in  the 
file  also  reflect  these  amounts  (see  attached).  (OIG  NOTE) 

Contract  JA/93980:  The  original  contract  was  $50,000; 
however,  expanded  services  were  required  to  meet  the  LaShawn 
Court  Order.  When  the  contract  was  first  executed  under  a 
letter  contract,  it  was  anticipated  that  the  entire  contract 
would  be  completed  in  161  days.  This  contract  was  done  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations  which  stipulate  that  an 


OIG  NOTE:  These  attachments  not  Included  herein. 
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DBS  RAsponsa:  OIG  No.  9413-02 
April  19,  1994 

•■•rgonoy  aay  b«  expanded  in  tlna  in  order  to  ooaplete  the 
■ervlcee.  There  was  not  a  need  for  a  long  tera  procureaent  in 
thia  case. 

Paga  Bt   mpRQPM  altkratioii  op  cowtract 

In  an  effort  to  ensure  that  enployeea  do  not  engage  in  iaproper 
conduct,  the  following  actions  have  taken  place  to  date: 

I'ft  A  directive  was  issued  by  the  Director  of  DHS  to  all 
'  eaployees  on  July  3,  1991,  regarding  the  requireaent  for 
all  Departaent  eaployees  to  adhere  to  procureaent 
procedurea.  Follow-up  coanunication  continues  to  ensure 
appropriate  corrective  action  wherever  instances  of  non- 
coapliance  are  identified. 

a*  A  presentation  of  the  correct  aethod  for  prooeeaing 
raquiaitiona  and  purchase  orders,  acooapanied  by  a  flow 
chart,  procedures,  and  a  checklist  was  aade  to  the  DHS 
■anageaent  staff  on  Kay  3,  1993. 

3.  Individual  training  aessions  have  been  given  to  various 
Adainistrations  using  the  above-referenced  docuaents. 
These  sessions  as  well  as  technical  assistance  are 
continuing . 
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4.  -  Individual  staff  who  engaga  in  inpropar  conduct  are 

reprimanded  by  their  supervisors  and  depending  on  the 
level  of  improper  conduct,  reports  are  forwarded  to  the 
Office  of  Investigations  and  Compliance  for  investigation 
and  recoBuaendation  for  the  type  of  adverse  action  to  be 
taken  against  those  individuals. 

5.  In  the  case  of  the  YSA  purchase  order,  the  issue  was 
investigated  (it  involved  an  employee  outside  DHS  who  did 
not  understand  procurement)  and  appropriate  action  was 
taken  to  ensure  that  such  a  situation  does  not  re-occur. 

Page  9t  bxerctsb  op  comtract  optiqms 

The  execution  of  partial  options  within  DHS  contracting  authority 
is  necessary  so  as  not  to  cause  mass  disruption  of  essential 
services.  Because  of  the  inability  of  DAS  to  process  contract 
actions  in  a  timely  fashion,  the  requirement  that  the  Director, 
DAS,  approve  DHS'  options  over  $100,000  has  given  DHS  no  choice  but 
to  do  repeated  partial  options  within  its  own  authority.  This 
creates  an  inordinate  amount  of  duplicate  work  for  DHS  contracts 
staff. 
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DHS  Response:  OIG  No.  9413-02 
April  19,  1994 

It  should  be  noted  that  weekly  summaries  of  DHS  actions  at  DAS  are 
prepared  in  an  effort  to  have  these  actions  expedited.  A  copy  of 
this  report  is  submitted  to  DAS  weekly.  Also,  DHS  has  made 
available  two  (2)  staff  members  from  OCGP  to  sit  on  the  Procurement 
Review  Committee  at  DAS  to  assist  in  the  review  process.  Further, 
meetings  were  held  last  year  with  the  Alternate  Chairperson,  PRC, 
and  other  key  DAS  Officials  to  express  the  urgency  of  getting 
documents  returned  to  avoid  disruption  in  services  and  to  avoid  the 
continuous  process  of  preparing  partial  options. 

Page  10:  COST  AND  PRICING  DATA 

We  agree  that  the  cost  and  pricing  data  should  be  supported  by 
justification  including  estimates  of  salaries,  rent,  etc.  However, 
most  of  DHS'  contracts  are  cost  reimbursable  where  items  such  as 
salaries,  rent,  etc.,  are  included  in  budgets  under  Schedules  1-11. 
Under  the  terms  of  these  contracts,  the  District  is  entitled  to 
check  all  contractor's  books  and  accounts  during  the  existence  of 
the  contract  and  three  (3)  years  thereafter  to  determine  the 
accuracy  and  recoup  any  excess  if  necessary.  In  future  fixed  price 
contracts,  the  recommendation  contained  in  the  draft  OIG  report 
will  be  adopted — that  is  to  support  cost  and  pricing  documentation 
with  sufficient  data. 

Page  11:  BLANKET  PURCHASE  AGREEMENTS  (BPAs) 

DHS  is  making  every  effort  to  have  its  procurement  staff  trained  to 
prepare  negotiated  service  contracts  for  items  over  $10,000  and  to 
restrict  the  use  of  small  purchase  procedures  to  items  under 
$10,000.  Training  was  provided  to  procurement  managers  from 
November  1993  -  January  1994.  Because  of  DAS'  difficulty  in 
completing  requirements  contracts,  DHS  must  often  resort  to  using 
its  own  small  purchase  authority.  Purchases  over  $10,000  are 
supported  with  documentation  necessary  for  contracts:  DiFs  where 
appropriate,  scopes  of  service  and  the  standard  contract 
provisions.  Continuing  efforts  will  be  made  to  have  these  types  of 
purchases  placed  in  solicitations  for  aggregate  and  multiple 
awards. 

Page  12:  REQUEST  FOR  QUOTATIONS  NOT  ORTAINKO 

(JA/362216  and  JA/362217) 

Telephone  and  written  quotes  are  standard  operating  procedure  in 

DHS  for  purchasing  items  under  $10,000.  In  the  case  of  these  two 

(2)  purchase  orders,  the  missing  documentation  was  due  to  an 

oversight.     The  Division  Chief  has  been  requested  to  review 

folders  carefully  to  ensure  all  pertinent  documents  are  included. 

Page  12:  SOLE  SOURCE  PROCEDURES  NOT  POIJ^WRn 
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DHS  Response:  OIG  No.  9413-02 
April  19,  1994 

As  standard  operating  procedure  all  sole  source  DSFs  as  well  as 
D&Fs  for  other  reasons  are  placed  in  the  files  and  signed  by  the 
Contracting  Officer.  The  instances  cited  in  the  draft  report  were 
an  oversight.  In  the  future,  thorough  checks  by  the  Chiefs  of  the 
Divisions  will  ensure  that  all  documents  are  placed  in  the  files. 

Page  13:  GEtTERAL  COMMENTS 

As  indicated  at  the  beginning  of  this  response,  the  Department  has 
made  great  strides  during  the  past  three  years  in  coming  into 
compliance  with  procurement  requirements.  This  progress  is  in 
major  part  due  to  the  diligent  and  skillful  management  efforts  of 
the  Chief  of  the  Office  of  Contracts,  Grants,  and  Procurement.  As 
previously  stated,  in  order  for  DHS  to  be  able  to  deliver  human 
services  without  interruption  under  the  current  procurement 
regulations  and  environment,  there  must  be  some  flexibility  in  the 
interpretation  of  procurement  requirements.  The  Department 
recognizes  the  need  for  improved  planning  at  the  program  level,  and 
for  continuing  training  of  both  program  and  procurement  staff. 
Efforts  are  underway  on  both  fronts. 
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GOVEU'n.IENT  OF  THE  DISTXICT  OF  COLUV£BIA. 

ADMINISTIU^TTVE  ISSUAI«2  SYSTTM 

.   .  .  M»yor'»  Order  92-139  ^ 

November  13 >  1992 

Declaration  of  a  Public  Saer^enoy  with  Heapact  to  tha 
SUBJECT  I  ^nryant  Heed  to  Proctira  Servicaa  Pursuant  to  the  TJH^Bv^ 
A.  V.  Kelly  Raaadial  Order  and  Inplaaentatlon  Flan 

OEIQIXATDJO  AOKNCT:     Dapartaent  of  Huaan  Sorviooa  (DBS) 

By  vlrture  of  the  authority  vaated  in  ae  aa  Xayor  of  tha  Diatrlct 
.^  of  Columbia  by  Section  422  (11)  of  tha  District  of  coluabia  fialf- 
Oovernaent  and  Oovexnaantal  Re organic at ion  Act  of  1973  aa 
aaendad,  D.C.  Coda  SS  l*-242  (11),  1-1182.4  (b)  (7)  and  I- 
1183.12,  and  27  DCKR  1710,  it  ia  hereby  VVttBXDfZO   that: 

1.  Th*   Ra&adial  Order  and  Zsplcaantation  ?lan  in 
LaSMivn  A.  V.  Kylly  iaposa  nuneroua  continuing 
dananda  and  obligariona  on  tha  Departnsnt  of 
Rusan  Servicaa  (DH6)  to  procure  gooda  and  aervicas 
ralatad  to  overhauling  the  entire  child  welfare 
■yataa. 

2.  DKS  le  currently  under  a  threat  to  b«  held  in 
oontaapt  of  court  for  failing  to  tiaely  provide 
gooda  and  aervicea  aa  required  in  the  lapleaentatlon 
Plan. 

3.  Sanctions  for  falling  to  tiaely  procure  aervicea 
vould  include  turning  over  reaponaibility  for 
sanaging  thair  prograas  froa  DHS  adainiatratora  to 
court-ordered  oontraotora  parforalng  aervicea  for  DHS. 

4.  DKS  adainiatratora  vent  to  continue  to  aake  tha 
ataady  prograaa  toward  refora  of  tha  child  welfare 
ayatea  without  further  direction  by  the  court. 

9.  Tha  I,aShBwn  A.,  Zapleaantation  Plan  oontaina  rigid 

end  de&«nding  tiaafraaaa  that  aro  iapoaalbla  to  meet 
undar  tha  recrular  govarnaent  procaduraa  for  procuring  ■ 
eeurt-ordered  aarvicea. 

€.     Pailura  to  prooaac  and  aw«rd  cAntraots  within  tha 

tioafraaaa  ordered  directly  and  aubatantlally  iapaota 
negatively  upon  DHS'  ability  to  deliver  critical 
aervicea  to  the  District 'a  children,  youth  and  faBiliea. 
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7.   Oalay  In  proouring  tha  ntcasBary  Barvic**  poisa  a 
••rioua  threat  to  tha  Dlttrict  financially  by  tha 
poaaibility  of  tha  asBaaanant  of  large  nonatary 
panaltiaa  by  tha  court  aa  wall  aa  endanijaring  the 
haalth  and  aafaty  of  tha  chlldran  that  tha  caaa  of 
.y      ^aflh/ywm  ^,  sought  to  protect. 

1.   It  is  deairable  to  procure  oontraotfi  ordered  under  tha 
LflShftvm  At,  deoraa  uaing  anargency  prooeduraa  to  enable 
a  tlnely  coaaenodnant  and  completion  of  court-ordarad 
aarvicaa  and  projcots. 

Therefore,  on  tht  baeia  of  tha  facta  atatad  above,  It  ie 
detaralned  that: 

A.  There  exiata  an  eaergancy  with  respect  to  tha 
urgentnaad  to  expaditioualy  procure  haalth  and  eoclal 
aarvicee  to  protoot  and  anaure  the  continuing  haalth, 
welfare  and  aafaty  of  chlldran,  youth,  famlliaa  and 
other  raaldante  who  depend  upon  DH5  or  are  in  DES' 
oare. 

B.  -  There  exlats  an  eaergancy  with  respect  to  tha 

Diatrlct'a   ahility  to  proceed  with  and  achieve  titely 
conpliance  with   requiramanta  of  tha  LaShnyp  A, 
Inplenentatlon  Plan  to  vhioh  it  ia  aubject. 

It  i«  therefore  OltDERZO  thati 

A.   Purauant  to  a?  DCKR  1710.1,  the  Director  of  the 

Departaant  of  Kuaan  Servicoa  or  hia  deaignea  ia  hereby 
delegated   authority  to  contract  by  eaergancy 
prooeduraa  all  gooda  and  aarvicee  that  jaay  be  required 
by  tha  L»ahftVn,AA  lapleaantation  Plan,  aubject  to  the 
liaitation  that  eaargsnoy  procuranent  of  gooda  and 
eervicea  ahall  not  avoaed  one  hundred-twenty  (120)  daya 
In  accordance  with  27  dcxr  1710.5. 

1.   Kach  eaergency  procurajaont  ahall  ba  reviewed  by  the 
Director  of  the  D«partaent  of  Huaan  Sarvicaa  or  a 
daslgnaa  on  a  pre-axaoutlon  baala  in  accordance  witn  27 
DCXR  1002.4  Who  ahall  alao  o.rtlfy  tha  availaijilitv  oC 
fund*.  ' 
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C.  ztch  aaargAnoy  procuranent,  after  reviav  by  th* 
Dlr*ctor  of  the  D«partB«nt  of  Human  Servloai,  shall  b« 
SUtaolttsd  BlaultaneouBly  for  approval  to  th*  City 
Adninlatrator  and  to  the  Corporation  Counsel.   Such 
procurement  shall  be  dee^aed  approved  by  the  City 
Adainiatrator  and/or  Corporation  Couneel,  where  no 
deoieion  is  rendered  at  the  ejcpiration  of  a  five  (5) 
day  period  following  receipt  of  euoh  proourenant  fron 
the  Department  of  Kuaan  Services. 

D.  The  Departxient  of  Human  Services  la  hereby  authorised 
to  procure  eaergency oontracta  in  exoess  of  $100,000 
without  prior  approval  by  the  Director  of  the 
Departsent  of  Adainistrative  Servicac. 

Kffertlve  Date;   Thia  Order  ahall  beoone  effective  iBaedlately 
and  shall  remain  in  effect  until  reaoinded. 


Ji2f- 


SHAROH   PIIATT 
KAYOR 


TIATT  KKT.T.Y  / 

fivnro  ' 


Atteati, 

f    XILDRXD  M.  G€«ODXXM 
SECRETARY  OF  THI  DISTRICT  07  COLUXBIX 
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THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED 
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To  the  Mayor: 

This  Is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works".  The  review  was  made  in 
accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  O.C. 
Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all 
procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracting 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  were  being  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  in  an  efficient 
and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for  Improvement  related 
to  emergency  procurement;  funding  availability;  contract  modifications;  sole  source 
procurement;  and  small  purchases.  It  also  contains  recommendations  regarding 
Internal  controls  and  the  procurement  structure  of  OPW. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  DPW  response  to  our  draft  report  setting  forth 
corrective  action  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  report.  These 
actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 

Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Director, 
Department  of  Public  Works;  and  the  Director,  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 


Samuel  McClendcn,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 


Attachment 
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Review  of  Procurement  Activities 

of  the 

DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WORKS 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Public  Works.  The  audit  was 
performed  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985, 
D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to  annually  conduct 
an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
seq.)  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(1)  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

Department  of  Public  Works 

The  overall  mission  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  to  provide  solid  waste, 
transportation,  vegetation  and  water  resources  management  services;  infrastructure 
planning,  design,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance;  public  space  and  parking 
permits  ssuance  and  enforcement;  energy  efficiency  advocacy,  conservation  and 
assistance  services;  and,  advice,  technical  assistance  and  support  services. 
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Hayor's  Order  90-178,  as  amended,  ^gTegate^  to  the  Director  of  DPW  contracting 
authority,  fojc_a]l  departments  and  agencTeTTr'the  District,  except  as  otherwise 
specifically  provided  inthe  Order,  with  respect  to:  architectural  and  engineering 
services,  construction  and  related  consultant  services;  supplies,  materials, 
equipment  and  services  for  maintenance,  repair,  operations  and  construction; 
functions  delegated  under  the  U.S.  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  of  1964,  as  amended; 
^^^anj!P^uthority__to^  execute  contracts  bx-emergency  procurement  procedures  for  the 
preceding  purposes.  Section  115(a)  of  the  Order  authorizes  the  Director  of  DPW  to 
place  orders  directly  under  federal  supply  contracts  for  goods  and  services  up  to 
$25,000.  Section  1801.2,  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations,  delegates  to  the 
Director,  DPW,  small  purchase  authority  up  to  $10,000.  Goods  and  services  exceeding 
$10,000,  other  than  those  mentioned  above,  must  be  procured  by  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services. 

The  procurement  and  contracting  activities  of  DPW  are  carried  out  by:  the 
Contract  Support  Division  of  the  Office  of  Management  Services  (CMS);  the  Office  of 
Contract  Administration  of  the  Design,  Engineering  and  Construction  Administration 
(DECA);  the  Office  of  Contract  Support  of  the  Facilities  Operation  and  Maintenance 
Administration  (FOMA);  and,  the  Office  of  Material  Management  of  the  Water  and  Sewer 
Utility  Administration  (WASUA). 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  If  the  procurement  activities  of  DPW  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
the  District's  procurement  regulations  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner.  The 
audit  included  discussions  with  officials  and  staff  of  DPW  and  a  review  of  DPW 
policies,  procedures  and  records  related  to  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services 
from  October  1,  1992  throujh  May  31,  1993.  The  audit  did  not  cover  procurement 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Material  Management,  Water  and  Sewer  Utility 
Administration  (WASUA). 

During  the  period  covced  by  our  review,  the  DPW,  except  for  WASUA,  executed 
over  4,800  procurement  actions  totaling  about  $163  million.  These  procurement 
actions  Included  contracts,  change  orders,  contract  modifications,  purchase  orders. 
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and  miscellaneous  payment  vouchers.  Using  random  and  judgmental  selections,  we 
examined  94  procurement  actions  totaling  $50,799,044.  The  audit  was  conducted  in 
accordance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards  and  included  such 
tests  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  DPW  including  applicable  internal  administrative  controls, 
that  have  a  material  impact  on  the  results  of  procurement  activities,  to  the  extent 
we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate  the  system  as  required  by  generally  accepted 
government  auditing  standards  for  performance  audits  contained  in  the  Government 
Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision),  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States.  In  planning  and  conducting  our  audit,  we  gave  consideration  to  the  concepts 
of  materiality  and  control  rislcs.  We  noted  two  areas  where  the  internal  control 
structure  could  be  improved  by  segregating  procurement  functions  from  those  related 
to  accounting  and  inventory  control  operations.  This  finding  is  detailed  later  in 
this  report. 

COMPLIANCE 

Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
Issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing 
procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

Our  review  disclosed  that,  for_JjTe_Jleiiis_testel,_J}£lLj<as  not_  always  in 
compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  With  respect  to  items  not  tested, 
nottrrn^came  to  our  attention  which  would  indii:ate  that  OPW  was  not  in  compliance 
with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  to  a  greater  degree.  These  matters  are 
discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report  ^^^th  recommendations  for  improving 
compliance  with  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

EXCESSIVE  AND  IMPROPER  USE  OF  EMERGENCY  PROCUREMENT  PROCEDURES 

Our  review  disclosed  that  DPW  did  not  always  provide  adequate  justification  for 
emergency  procurements.  As  a  result,  goods  and  services  were  procured  without 
adequate  competition  and  may  have  prevented  the  District  from  obtaining  such  Items 
at  the  most  economical  cost.  The  conditions  noted  were  due  primarily  to  the  lack  of 
an_oyeran  procur_ement  program  which  provides  for  adequate  advance  planning  and 
efficient  administration  of  the  procurement  function. 

Section  1710  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  provides  that  a 
procurement  on  an  emergency  basis  may  be  approved  when  an  emergency  condition  exists 
(such  as  a  flood,  epidemic,  riot,  equipment  failure,  or  other  reason  set  forth  in  a 
proclamation  issued  by  the  Mayor),  which  creates  an  immediate  threat  to  the  public 
health,  welfare,  or  safety.  In  the  absence  of  an  emergency  condition,  an  emergency 
procurement  shall  not  be  justified  on  the  basis  of  the  lack  of  adequate  advanced 
planning,  administrative  delays,  insufficient  procurement  personnel,  improper 
handling  of  procurement  requests  or  competitive  procedures;  or,  pending  expiration 
of  budget  authority. 

Section  1710.5  limits  the  period  of  all  emergency  procurements  to  a  maximum  of 
120  days.  Section  1710.6  provides  that,  for  long-term  requirements,  the  contracting 
officer  shall  initiate  a  separate  non-emergency  procurement  action  at  the  same  time 
that  the  emergency  procurement  is  made. 

Emergency  Procurement  Not  Justified 

DPW  records  indicate  that  during  the  period  reviewed  the  Office  of  Management 
Services  (OMJ)-executed  259  contracts  totaling  about  $33.5  million.  Of  these,  109 
contracts/(42Xl>ere  processed  on  an  emergency  basis.  We  se1ectedQ>>of  these 
contracts  TUrexami  nation.  Oljr"reKUw  disci  osed^Qor  86X)  instances  where  the 
procurement  action  did_not  meet  the  criteria  for  emergency  pi;ocurement.  In  each 
Instance  a  determination  and  findings  (D&F)  had  been  approved  by  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS).  "  , . 
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The  emergency  method  was  employed  primarily  because  of  a  lack  of  adequate 
advanced  planning  and  various  administrative  problems.  In  addition,  subsequent  OiF's 
were^approved_by_DflS  which  pcrmittpfl  HPW  to  continuously  procure  the  <:amp  f)nnri.:  ;.h~ 
services  for  periods  greater  than  one  year  without  initiating  a  non-emergency 
procurement  action.  Following  is  a  list  of  emergency  procurements  which  did  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 


Amount 


Transaction  ID        Item  or  Services 

1.  0MS-3019-AA-GR  Hand  Tools  $  113  288 

2.  OMS-3055-AA-KH  Collect  Delinquent  Parking  Tickets  70o'ooo 

3.  OMS-3025-AA-CC  Composting  66  688 

4.  OMS-3014-AA-CC  Composting  266'7i;o 

5.  OMS-3057-AA-FW  Post  Liming  9541, 

6.  OMS-3021-AA-SM  Post  Liming  95;4il 

7.  0MS-3030-AF-CC  Automotive  Repair  Parts  226300 

8.  -  OMS-2135-AT-CC    Vehicle  Repair  Services  9o'ooo 

9.  OMS-2I35-BD-CC  Vehicle  Repair  Services  150*000 

10.  OMS-3030-AL-CC  Automotive  Repair  Parts  158*600 

11.  0MS-3036-AA-CC  Tire  Services  193*410 

12.  0MS-3047-AA-GH  Traffic  Signals  56 ! 791 
"■^O*-*!  =  $2.221,649 

Maintenance  and  Repair  of  Motor  Vehicles  and  Equipment 

On  January  3,  1992,  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS)  executed  a 
contract  (2062-AA-NS-8-CE)  to  provide  maintenance  and  repair  service  for  all  motor 
vehicle  equipment  and  mobile  equipment  for  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  Fleet 
Management  Administration.  The  period  of  the  contract  was  January  5,  1992  through 
Hay  3,  1992.  Services  were  generally  provided  by  subletting  the  work  to  various 
vendors.  The  contract  was  terminated  for  the  convenience  of  the  government  on  March 
6,  1992.  In  order  to  continue  these  services  DPW  requested  DAS  to  approve  a  "class" 
D&F  which  would  permit  them  to  execute  20,  120  day  emergency  contracts  with  an 
estimated  total  of  $320,000.  DAS  approved  the  D&F  on  April  7,  1992. 

A  second  D&F  was  approved  on  October  6,  1992,  authorizing  the  execution  of  25 
emergency  contracts  having  a  combined  estimated  costs  of  $532,000.  A  third  O&F  was 
approved  on  March  3,  1993,  imd  authorized  39  emergency  contracts  totaling  about 
$793,000.  The  combined  total  of  the  three  D&F's  was  $1,645,000.  During  the  13  month 
period  from  April  7,  1992,  to  May  31,  1993.  DPW  expended  about  $3.5  million  under 
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these  DiF's.  However,  DPW  had  yet  to  Initiate  a  non-emergency  action  for  these  long- 
term  requirements.  In  fact,  as  of  January  31,  1994,  a  long-term  contract  had  not 
been  executed  for  automotive  repair. 

Purchase  of  Mechanic's  Hand  Tools 

In  the  first  instance  listed  above  a  O&F  wts  approved  by  DAS  (February  9,  1993), 
to  procure  on  an  emergency  basis,  80  sets  of  mechanic's  hand  tools,  estimated  to  cost 
a  total  of  $115,000.  The  D&F  stated  that  hand  tools  were  needed  to  make  repairs  on 
various  vehicles  used  to  carry  out  essential  services.  A  contract  was  executed  by 
DPW  on  February  18,  1993,  totaling  $112,288  ($1,403.60  per  set).  However,  we  noted 
that  DPW  had  previously  prepared  a  purchase  requisition  (FMS  440)  on  September  23, 
1992,  based  upon  offers  received  from  three  vendors,  one  of  which  indicated  delivery 
possible  before  September  30,  1992. 

Furthermore,  DPW  has  been  responsible  for  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  District 
motor  vehicles  for  many  years,  therefore  it  is  unlikely  that  its  stock  of  hand  tools 
was  such  that  EIGHTY  tool  sets  had  to  be  procured  on  an  emergency  basis.  Clearly, 
an  emergency,  as  defined  in  the  regulations,  did  not  exist. 

Collection  of  Delinquent  Parking  Tickets 

The  contract  for  collection  of  delinquent  parking  tickets  (item  2.)  was 
justified  as  an  emergency  procurement  because  specifications  for  a  new  contract  had 
not  been  finalized.  However,  a  contract  for  these  services  has  been  in  effect  for 
many  years,  including  standard  options  for  renewal  to  ensure  multi-year  services. 
Further,  it  is  doubtful  that  major  additions  or  changes  to  contract  specifications 
of  a  highly  technical  nature  were  necessary,  thereby  causing  an  inordinate  delay  in 
the  preparation  and  execution  of  a  new  contract. 

Failure  to  prepare  and  execute  contract  actions,  especially  where  the  goods  or 
services  are  currently  under  contract,  and  expected  to  be  procured  on  a  continuing 
basis  in  the  future,  does  not  constitute  a  valid  emergency.  The  conditions  noted 
clearly  indicate  that  npu  did  jiot_conduct  ^ts  prorurpmp"*  ="'*1"itiiis  in  ?  manner 

which  provided  adequate  adlv^ncpii  fi1.inn<ng  nnH  nffnrtiwo   irlministratiV  rnnt£n1        The 
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conditions  further  indicate  that  DPW  violated  the  letter  and  extend  of  the 
Procurement  Practices  Act,  which  was  enacted  to  prevent  situations  of  this  type. 
Because  of  the  importance  and  critical  nature  of  many  of  DPW's  operations,  which 
impact  upon  the  health  and  safety  of  the  citizens  of  the  District  and  surrounding 
jurisdictions,  it  is  imperative  that  adequate  advanced  planning  take  place. 

Recommendation 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action  to  establish 
formal  policies  and  procedures  which  provide  for  adequate  advanced  planning, 
effective  control  and  accountability  over  procurement  and  contracting  activities  and 
which  restricts  emergency  procurements  to  those  instances  which  clearly  constitute 
an  emergency  as  provided  by  Section  1710  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations. 

FAILURE  TO  ENCUMBER  FUNDS  PRIOR  TO  CONTRACT  EXECUTION 

Our  review  disclosed  that  DPW  failed  to  encumber  funds  prior  to  the  exe<;ution 
of  a  contract  in  at  least  four  of  the  contracts  reviewed,  involving  the  procurement 
of  $1.1  million  in  goods  and  services.  Failure  to  obligate  funds  as  required  has  a 
major  impact  on  the  District's  ability  to  maintain  financial  control  and 
accountability  and  could  result  in  expenditures  which  exceed  appropriation  authority. 
Given  the  District's  current  financial  situation  maximum  effort  should  be  made  to 
ensure  that  funds  are  properly  encumbered  prior  to  the  execution  of  contracts. 

Section  3240.6  of  the  DCPR  provides  that,  before  execution  of  a  contract,  the 
contracting  officer  shall  ensure  that  the  appropriate  amount  of  allocated  budget 
authority  is  encumbered  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  contract.  This  should  be 
accomplished  by  entering  a  Purchase  Requisition  (Form  EMS  440)  (pre-encumbrance 
action),  into  the  District's  Financial  Management  System  (EMS). 
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Recommendation 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
that  funds  are  encumbered  prior  to  execution  of  a  contract  as  required  by  Section 
3240.6  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations. 

IMPROPER  MODIFICATION  OF  CONTRACTS 

Our  review  disclosed  that  DPW  improperly  modified  existing  contracts  in  order 
to  obtain  additional  goods  and  services.  As_a^  result,  goods  and  services  were 
procured  on  a  sole  source  basis  without  competition  or  prior  certification  of  the 
aviTTabillty  of  funds.  This  condition  was  due  primarily  to  the  absence  of  adequate 
procurement  planning  and  failure  to  comply  with  the  District's  procurement 
regulations. 

Contract  modifications  are  governed  by  the  provisions  of  Chapter  36  of  the  DCPR. 
Section  3600  requires  prior  certification  of  the  availability  of  funds  before 
execution  of  a  modification;  or,  the  inclusion  of  a  clause  which  conditions  payment 
upon  the  availability  of  funds,  when  a  modification  is  executed  prior  to  such 
certification.  Section  3601.2  provides  that  a  bilateral  modification  may  be  used: 
to  make  negotiated  equitable  adjustments  resulting  from  the  issuance  of  a  change 
order;  to  formalize  a  letter  contract;  or,  to  reflect  other  agreements  of  the  parties 
to  modify  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Section  3601.3  provides  that  unilateral 
contracts  may  be  used  to  make  administrative  changes;  Issue  change  orders;  or,  Issue 
a  termination  notice. 

Contract  riodifications  noted  in  our  review  relate  to  contracts  executed 
pursuant  to  the  -hree  emergency  D&F's  discussed  above.  Of  the  82  emergency  contracts 
executed  under  ttiose  D&F's  46  were  subsequently  "modified",  substantially  increasing 
the  amount  of  gDods  procured  under  these  contracts.  For  example,  in  one  case  a 
contract  for  $4(i,000  (OMS-2135-AT-CC)  was  modified  three  (3)  times  Increasing  the 
total  contract  £mount  to  $131,000,  thus  avoiding  Issuance  of  a  new  contract.  The 
necessity  of  issuing  new  contracts  and  of  complying  with  requirements  for 
certification  of  the  availability  of  funds  was  avoided  because  these  transactions 
were  treated  as  if  they  were  blanket  purchase  agreements. 


330 

OIG  No.  9313-55 
-9- 


However,  a  Blanket  Purchase  Agreement  (BPA)  is  a  small  purchase  procedure 
limited  to  purchases  of  $10,000  or  less.  Section  1810.1  of  the  OCPR  provides  that 
a  BPA  may  be  used  to  fill  anticipated  repetitive  needs  for  supplies,  services  or 
other  items  by  establishing  charge  accounts  with  sources  of  supply.  Section  1810.4 
provides  that  a  BPA  is  not  a  contract  and  may  be  established  without  a  purchase 
requisition  or  the  obligation  of  funds.  Section  1810.3  provides  that  a  BPA  shall  not 
be  used  for  any  commodity,  service,  or  other  item  for  which  a  requirements  type 
contract  has  been  issued  by  the  District.  All  of  the  contracts  issued  pursuant  to 
the  three  D&F's  were  requirements  type  contracts. 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
compliance  with  District  procurement  regulations  governing  the  use  of  contract 
modifications  and  blanket  purchase  agreements. 

NON-COMPLIANCE  WITH  SOLE  SOURCE  REGULATIONS 

Our  review  of  six  contracts  awarded  on  the  sole  source  basis  disclosed  one 
instance  where  the  sole  source  method  of  procurement  was  not  justified.  Section 
1702.1  of  the  DCPR  provides  that  a  contracting  officer  may  use  the  sole  source  method 
after  making  a  determination  and  findings  that  there  is  only  one  (1)  available  source 
for  a  supply,  service  or  construction.  Section  1701.1  provides  that  the  contracting 
officer  shall  take  action,  whenever  possible,  to  avoid  the  need  to  continue  to 
procure  the  same  supply,  service  or  construction  without  competition. 

On  December  29,  1992,  DPW  executed  a  cost-plus-fixed  fee  contract  (92-0108-AA-2- 
0-CC)  for  $1,035,000  to  construct  presidential  inaugural  stands  using  the  sole  source 
method.  The  DPW  estimate  for  thi >  project  was  $1,021,000.  The  contract  was  awarded 
under  a  D&F  approved  by  the  Director  of  DAS  on  October  28,  1992,  which  justified  the 
sole  source  method  based  on  security  factors  and  the  short  time  frame  involved  to 
complete  the  project.  However,  i<  is  unlikely  that  only  one  firm  existed  which  could 
meet  the  above  requirements.  Many  construction  projects  involving  federal  and 
District  buildings  in  this  area  require  workers  to  have  high  security  clearances, 
such  as  the  White  House,  the  Capitol,  FBI  Building,  etc. 
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Further,  the  District  government  has  been  responsible  for  this  project  for  many 
years  and  a  standard  design  exists  for  the  project.  In  our  view,  sufficient  time 
existed  (at  least  six  months)  which  would  have  permitted  DPW  to  conduct  a  market 
survey  to  determine  the  availability  of  prospective  bidders. 

Recommendation 

DIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
that  market  surveys  or  other  means  are  employed  to  determine  the  availability  of 
sources  prior  to  utilization  of  the  sole  source  method  of  procurement. 

NEED  TO  COMPLY  WITH  SMALL  PURCHASE  PROCEDURES 

Our  review  disclosed  four  (4)  instances  where  DPW  split  procurements  in  order 
to  avoid  the  $10,000  limitation  placed  on  small  purchases.  As  a  result,  DPW  exceeded 
its  small  purchase  authority.  Section  1800.5,  provides  that  a  contracting  officer 
shall  not  split  a  procurement  totaling  more  than  the  agency's  small  purchase 
limitation  into  several  purchases  that  are  less  than  the  limit  in  order  to  permit  the 
use  of  the  small  purchase  procedures.  Following  is  a  list  of  the  items  noted. 


Document  ID 

1. 

KA935693 
KA935694 
KA935695 

2. 

KA935425 
KA935426 

3. 

KA935929 
KA935930 

4. 

KA936116 
KA936117 

Rec( 

Dmmendation 

Date 

01/27/93 
01/27/93 
01/27/93 

12/09/92 
12/09/92 

03/08/93 
03/08/93 

04/08/93 
04/08/93 


Amount 

$6,581.25 
$6,375.00 
$6,375.00 

$8,000.00 
$9,999.30 

$9,917.1)0 
$9,261.t)0 

$9,899.00 
$9,415. ;'5 


Item 


Door  Closers 
Door  Closers 
Door  Closers 

Sand  Excavation 
Sand  Excavation 

Office  Fixtures 
Office  Fixtures 


Plywood 
Plywood 


GIG  recommends  that  the  Director  DPW  take  administrative  action  to  ensure  that 
small  purchases  are  not  split  to  avoid  the  small  dollar  purchase  limitation. 
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IHPROVEMENT  NEEDED  IN  INTERNAL  CONTROLS 

OIG  noted  that  contract  specialists  in  the  Contract  Support  Division  of  the 
Office  of  Management  Services  entered  purchase  requisitions  and  purchase  orders  in 
FMS  to  reserve  and  encumber  funds.  This  is  an  accounting  task  or  function.  OIG  also 
noted  that  the  small  purchase  procurement  analyst  for  the  Water  and  Sewer  Utility 
Administration  (WASUA)  reports  to  the  Property  Management  Chief  who  is  in  charge  of 
receiving,  issuing,  and  inventorying  supplies  and  materials  at  WASUA  .  Good  internal 
control  requires  the  separation  of  procurement  activities  from  those  related  to 
accounting  and  control  over  supplies,  materials  and  equipment  inventories. 

Recommendation 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DRW  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
that  adequate  separation  of  duties  exists  between  procurement,  accounting,  and 
inventory  control  functions  in  order  to  have  an  effective  internal  control  structure. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  PROCUREMENT  FUNCTIONS 

Our  review  disclosed  the  need  to  centralize  the  procurement  and  contracting 
functions  of  DPW.  At  the  present  time  these  functions  are  performed_by  four  (4) 
separate  divisions  within  the  department.  In  our  opinion,  this  de/fentralizatj^is 
one  of  the  major  causes  for  the  deficiencies  noted  in  this  report. 

At  the  time  of  our  review  each  of  the  four  divisions  had  a  chief  who  reported 
to  a  program  administrator,  but  no  one  had  overall  responsibility  for  all  of  the 
department's  procurement  operations.  We  noted  that  all  procurement  f < r  WASUA  over 
$250,000  must  be  handled  by  the  Office  of  Management  Services;  the  Design, 
Engineering  and  Construction  Administration  (DECA);  or,  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  (DAS).  In  the  latter  case  it  would  be  much  simfler  and  more 
efficient  for  DAS  to  deal  with  only  one  division  of  DPW. 

In  our  opinion,  the  volume  and  complexity  of  DPW's  procurement  activity,  which 
included  over  4,800  procurement  actions  totaling  over  $163  million  during  the  eight 
(8)  month  period  of  our  review,  for  just  three  (3)  of  the  four  divisions, 
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necessltates  a  strong,  centrally  controlled  operation  under  the  direction  of  a  single 
contracting  officer.  This  action  could  result  in  more  efficient  and  economical 
procurement  of  goods  and  services  which  meet  the  needs  of  the  agency  and  avoid 
needless  duplication  of  effort. 


Recommendation 


OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  conduct  a  study  or  review  of  the  present 
procurement  functions  within  DPW  to  determine  if  centralization  of  these  functions, 
under  the  direction  of  a  senior  Contracting  Officer,  would  result  in  a  more  efficient 
and  economical  procurement  program. 


AGENCY  COMMENTS 


A  draft  of  this  management  letter  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
for  review  and  comments.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  DPW  response  in  which  DPW  sets 
forth  corrective  action  taken  and  planned. 
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April    1,    1994 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq 
Inepectpr  General 


er' 


TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT:   Comments/  on   Draft   Report  - -Review   of   Procurement 
Activities  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
(OIG  No.  9313-55) 

.  We  welcome  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft 
report  of  the  Review  of  Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works.  It  is  through  such  reviews  that  we  gain  insight  into 
the  performance  of  the  Department  and  receive  objective  advice  on 
improving  our  procurement  system.  The  following  is  in  response  to 
the  specific  recommendations  made  in  your  report: 

1.   OIG's  Recommendation  on  Emergency  Procurement: 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action 
to  establish  formal  policies  and  procedures  which  provide  for 
adequate  advanced  planning,  effective  control  and  accountability 
over  procurement  and  contracting  activities  and  which  restricts 
emergency  procurement  to  those  instances  which  clearly  constitute 
an  emergency  as  provided  by  Section  1710  of  the  D.C.  Procurement 
Regulations. 

DPW's  Response: 

The  Department  will  review  its  policies  and  procedures  in  order  to 
improve  its  procurement  planning  and  control  and  minimize  the  need 
for  emergency  procurement.  It  should  n\e  noted,  however,  that  the 
Department  has  followed  the  correct  prc>visions  of  the  Procurement 
Practices  Act  and  regulations  in  exercising  its  emergency 
procurement  authority.  Further,  the  Dspartment  has  ensured  that 
the  maximum  amount  of  competition  attainable  under  each  emergency 
situation  was  used  to  obtain  goods  anc  services  at  a  reasonable 
cost . 
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We  agree  that  administrative  reasons  alone,  are  not  sufficient 
justification  for  an  emergency  procurement,  however,  they  can, 
nevertheless,  cause  an  emergency  situation  to  exist.  Moreover, 
administrative  delays  occur  at  all  levels  of  government,  many  of 
which  are  outside  the  Department's  control.  Nevertheless,  the 
recommendation  is  well  taken  and  the  Department  will  make  every 
effort  to  improve  its  procurement  planning  and  will  strive  to 
reduce  the  need  for  emergency  procurement  actions. 

2.  OIG's  Recommendation  on  Encumbrance  of  Funds  Prior  to  Contract 
Execution: 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action 
to  ensure  that  funds  are  encumbered  prior  to  execution  of  a 
contract  as  required  by  Section  3240.6  of  the  D.C.  Procurement 
Regulations . 

DPW s  Response: 

The  Department  of  Public  Works'  policies  and  procedures  require 
that  funds  are  encun^bered  prior  to  execution  of  a  contract 
consistent  with  Section  3240.6  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations. 
Administrative  action  will  be  taken  to  ensure  that  these  policies 
and  procedures  are  followed  to  prevent  the  exceptions  referenced  in 
your  report . 

3.  OIG's  Recommendation  on  Contract  Modification 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action  to 
ensure  compliance  with  District  procurement  regulations  governing 
the  use  of  contract  modifications  and  blanket  purchase  agreements. 

DPW's  Response: 

The  circumstances  resulting  in  this  recommendation  relate  to  the 
emergency  procurement  of  automotive  parts  and  services.  The 
Department  is  in  the  process  of  making  improvements  in  its  overall 
fleet  management  and  its  procurement  practices  in  particular.  As 
such,  improvements  in  planning  and  in  the  method  of  procurement 
have  been  and  will  continue  to  be  made. 

An  issue  has  arisen  regarding;  the  use  of  blanl- et  purchase 
agreements  in  accordance  with  the  District  procurement  regulations. 
The  Department  has  followed  the  oral  advice  or  its  legal  counsel 
and  the  Office  of  Corporation  Counsel  in  this  respec;.  However, 
because  of  the  specific  use  that  DPW  plans  to  employ,  we  will  seek 
a  written  opinion  from  the  Office  of  Corporation  Counsel. 
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4.  OIG's  Recommendation  on  Sole  Source  Procurement: 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action 
to  ensure  that  market  surveys  or  other  means  are  employed  to 
determine  the  availability  of  sources  prior  to  utilization  of  the 
sole  source  method  of  procurement. 

DPW's  Response: 

The  Department  has  consistently  attempted  to  avoid  the  use  of  the 
sole  source  method  of  procurement.  When  necessary  the  Department 
has  followed  the  correct  procedures  and  obtained  the  necessary 
approvals.  The  contract  cited  in  the  report  is  an  exception  and 
every  effort  will  be  made  to  avoid  the  sole  source  method  in  the 
future. 

Further  with  respect  to  the  contract  cited,  the  Department  is 
confident  that  its  estimate  of  $1,021,000  when  compared  to  the 
actual  cost  of  $1,035,000,  is  indicative  that  the  government 
received  full  value. 

5.  OIG's  Recommendation  on  Small  Purchase  Procedures: 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  DPW  take  administrative  action  to 
ensure  that  small  purchases  are  not  split  to  avoid  the  small  dollar 
purchase  limitation. 

DPW's  Response: 

The  Department  agrees  with  this  recommendation  and  will  make  every 
effort  to  avoid  these  situations.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that 
examples  cited  in  your  report  involved  different  repair  and 
maintenance  projects  for  different  agencies  where  it  was  not 
possible  to  anticipate  all  of  the  procurement  requirements  that 
were  needed  in  advance. 

6.  OIG's  Recommendation  on  Separation  of  Duties 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  take  administrative  action 
to  ensure  that  adequate  separation  of  duties  exists  between 
procuremt^nt ,  accounting,  and  inventory  control  functions  in  order 
to  have  ;n  effective  internal  control  structure. 

DPW's  Response: 

The  Department  will  review  its  internal  controls  and  implement  any 
necessary  changes  needed  to  make  the  necessary  improvements. 
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7.   OIG'a  Recommendation  on  Consolidating  Procurement  Functions: 

OIG  recommends  that  the  Director  of  DPW  conduct  a  study  or  review 
of  the  present  procurement  functions  within  DPW  to  determine  if 
centralization  of  these  functions,  under  the  direction  of  a  senior 
contracting  officer,  would  result  in  a  more  efficient  and 
economical  procurement  program. 

DPW s  Response: 

We  have  reviewed  these  organizational  structure  issues  on  a  number 
of  occasions.  As  yet,  we  have  not  determined  that  it  is  feasible 
to  combine  these  activities  administratively.  However,  we  will 
take  another  look  in  light  of  other  restructuring  issues. 

In  conclusion  we  thank  you  again  for  your  cooperation  and  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  your  report.  If  we  can  be  of  any  further 
assistance  do  no  hesitate  to  call  us. 
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To  the  Mayor: 

This  is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services".  The  review 
was  made  in  accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices 
Act  of  1985,  O.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an 
operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracting 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS)  were  being  carried 
out  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  in  an 
efficient  and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for 
improving- compl iance  with  regulations  relative  to  emergency  and  sole  source 
procurement  procedures;  written  determination  and  findings  for  contractor's 
responsibility;  prospective  contractor's  compliance  with  the  D.C.  tax 
regulations;  and,  price  or  cost  analysis  and  price  negotiations. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  DAS  response  to  our  draft  report  setting  forth 
corrective  action  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  report.  These 
actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 

We  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten  calendar  days  to  the 
City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations  and  the  Director  of  the  Department 
of  Administrative  Services. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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Review  of  Procurement  Activities 
of  the 
Department  of  Administrative  Services 
INTRODUCTION 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 
The  audit  was  performed  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement 
Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General  to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities 
carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et 
seq.)  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees 
of  the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(1) 
of  the  Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to 
all  applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2) 
authorizes  contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency 
subject  to  review  by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 
for  compliance  with  the  Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides 
the  rules  and  regulations  for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government, 

Deoartment  of  Administrative  Services 

The  mission  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS)  is  to  enhance 
the  efficiency  of  District  agencies  by  providing  centralized  support  services  to 
all  District  government  agencies  subject  to  the  Administrative  jurisdiction  of 
the  Mayor  as  well  as  some  independent  agencies.  The  support  services  are 
provided  through  five  major  programs  which  include:  Procurement  and  General 
Services;  Information  Resources  Management;  Building  Management;  Real  Property; 
and,  Administration  and  Program  Support. 
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Mayor's  Order  90-178,  as  amended,  delegates  to  the  Director  of  DAS 
contracting  authority,  for  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  District,  except 
as  otherwise  specifically  provided  in  the  Order,  with  respect  to:  a)  all 
supplies,  materials,  equipment  and  services,  including  telecommunication 
equipment  and  services,  for  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  District:  b) 
matters  relating  to  real  property,  including  acquisition  of  real  property  by 
purchase  or  otherwise,  appraisals,  title  report,  title  insurance,  demolition  of 
improvements  on  real  property,  property  management,  security  services,  inleasing, 
outleasing,  and  disposal  by  sale  or  otherwise;  c)  the  installation  of  snack  bars 
and  vending  facilities  on  District-owned  or  leased  properties;  and  d)  the  sale 
of  surplus  personal  property,  supplies,  equipment  and  scrap  materials.  The 
procurement  and  contracting  activities  of  DAS  are  carried  out  by  the  Procurement 
and  General  Services  Administration. 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  MEIHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  if  the  procurement  activities  of  DAS  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act 
and  the  District's  procurement  regulations  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical 
manner.  The  audit  was  limited  to  a  review  of  sole  source  and  emergency  contracts 
executed  by  DAS  during  fiscal  1993  and  included  discussions  with  officials  and 
staff  of  DAS  and  a  review  of  OAS  policies,  procedures  and  records  related  to  the 
procurement  of  goods  and  services. 

During  fiscal  year  1993  OAS  executed  20  sole  source  contracts  totaling  about 
$4.6  million.  In  addition,  OAS  executed  40  emergency  contracts  totaling  about 
$24.5  million.  Using  random  and  judgmental  selections,  we  examined  10  sole 
source  contracts  and  8  emergency  contracts  having  a  combined  total  of 
$12,853,563.   The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted 


government  auditing  standards  and  included  such  tests  as  we  considered  necessary 
in  the  circumstances. 
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INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  DAS  including  applicable  internal  administrative 
controls,  that  have  a  material  impact  on  the  results  of  procurement  activities, 
to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate  the  system  as  required  by 
generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards  for  performance  audits  contained 
in  the  Governmental  Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision),  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  In  planning  and  conducting  our  audit,  we  gave 
consideration  to  the  concepts  of  materiality  and  control  risks.  We  noted  no 
matters  involving  the  internal  control  structure  and  its  operations  that  we 
consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

COMPLIANCE 

Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing 
Standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly, 
we  conducted  such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other 
auditing  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

Our  review  disclosed  that,  for  the  items  tested,  DAS  was  not  always  in 
compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  relative  to  emergency  and  sole 
source  procurement  procedures,  written  determination  and  findings  for 
contractor's  responsibility,  prospective  contractor's  compliance  with  the  D.C. 
tax  regulations,  and  price  or  cost  analysis  and  price  negotiations.  With  respect 
to  items  not  tested,  nothing  came  to  our  attention  which  would  indicate  that  OAS 
was  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  to  a  greater  degree. 
These  matters  are  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report  with  recommendations 
for  improving  compliance  with  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 
EXCESSIVE  AND   IMPROPER  USE  OF  EMERGENCY  PROCUREMENT  PROCEDURES 

Our    review   disclosed    that    DAS   made    Pxrp<:^wp    anH__iniprnppr    ikp    nf   Prnprrjonry 


procurement  procedures.  As  a  result,  goods  and  services  were  procured  without 
adequate  competition  and  may  have  prevented  the  District  from  obtaining  such 
items  at  the  least  economical  cost.  The  conditions  noted  were  due  primarily  to 
the  lack  of  an  overall  procurement  program  which  provides  for  adequate  advance 
planning  and  efficient  administration  of  the  procurement  function. 

Section  (T7To)of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  provides  that  a 
procurement  on  an  emergency  basis  may  be  approved  when  an  emergency  condition 
exists  (such  as  a  flood,  epidemic,  riot,  equipment  failure,  or  other  reason  set 
forth  in  a  proclamation  issued  by  the  Mayor),  which  creates  an  immediate  threat 
to  the  public  health,  welfare,  or  safety.  In  the  absence  of  an  emergency 
condition,  an  emergency  procurement  shall  not  be  justified  on  the  basis  of  the 
lack  of  adequate  advanced  planning,  administrative  delays,  insufficient 
procurement  personnel,  improper  handling  of  procurement  requests  or  competitive 
procedures;  or,  pending  expiration  of  budget  authority. 

Section  1710.5  limits  the  period  of  all  emergency  procurements  to  a  maximum 
of  120  days.  Section  1710.6  provides  that,  for  long-term  requirements,  the 
contracting  officer  shall  initiate  a  separate  non-emergency  procurement  action 
at  the  same  time  that  the  emergency  procurement  is  made.  Section  1710.7  provides 
that  a  contract  procured  on  an  emergency  basis  shall  not  be  modified  to  extend 
the  time  of  the  procurement  unless  a  1 imited  number  of  additional  commodities  or 
services  are  needed  to  fill  an  on-going  emergency  requirement  until  regular 
procurement  procedures  initiated  under  Section  1710.6  can  be  completed. 
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Improper  Extension  of  Emergency  Contracts 

Records  of  DAS  indicate  that,  during  fiscal  year  1993,  DAS  executed  40 
emergency  procurement  actions  totaling  $24.5  million.  We  noted  that  28  of  the 
40  emergency  procurement  actions  were  for  the  extension  of  original  emergency 
contracts  executed  during  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992.  Our  review  of  eight  (8) 
of  the  28  emergency  contracts  disclosed  that  DAS  improperly  modified  the  original 
emergency  contracts  up  to  20  times  each  to  extend  the  period  beyond  the  limited 
120  days;  up  to  two  (2)  years  and  seven  (7)  months,  and  continued  to  purchase  the 
same  services  totaling  $29.5  million.  The  Determination  and  Findings  (D&F)  for 
all  emergency  procurement  actions  repeatedly  stated  that  the  emergency 
procurement  was  needed  until  such  time  as  annual  replacement  contracts  are 
awarded. 

DAS  opened  bids  received  in  response  to  Invitation  for  Bid  (IFB)  No.  0079-AA- 
03-1-AC  for  the  procurement  of  security  guard  services  around  December  1990.  On 
January  27,  1992,  DAS  canceled  the  IFB  due  to  a  protest  from  one  of  the  bidders 
who  detected  that  the  wage  rate  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  included  in  the 
IFB  had  been  superseded.  A  replacement  IFB  No.  2223-AA-03-8-DW  was  issued  on 
December  11,  1992,  11  months  after  the  previous  IFB  was  canceled.  Furthermore, 
the  contract  as  a  result  of  the  replacement  IFB  was  not  awarded  until  December 
31,  1993,  more  than  a  year  after  the  replacement  IFB  was  issued  and  three  years 
after  the  original  IFB.  Meanwhile,  DAS  continued  to  purchase  the  security  guard 
services  on  an  emergency  and  sole  source  basis,  under  more  that  22  emergency 
procurement  actions,  from  the  same  vendor,  totaling  well  over  $15  million.  At 
the  time  of  our  review,  DAS  was  unable  to  provide  information  on  the  last  annual 
contract  for  the  security  guard  services  procured  on  a  regular  non-emergency 
basis,  which  appears  to  have  expired  early  in  1990. 

Based  on  our  review,  we  believe  that  none  of  the  emergency  procurement 
actions  executed  by  DAS  met  the  emergency  conditions  defined  in  Section  1710  of 
the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations.  The  emergency  method  was  employed  primarily 
because  a  separate  non-emergency  procurement  action  for  long  term  contracts  was 
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not  initiated  on  a  timely  basis  compounded  with  further  administrative  problems 
which  delayed  the  awards  of  the  long  term  contracts. 

Pre-execution  Reviews  Not  Performed 

Our  review  included  57  emergency  procurement  actions  which  exceeded  $100,000 
each.  We  found  that  none  were  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  DAS  prior 
to  execution;  nor,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  emergency  action. 

Section  205  of  Mayor's  Order  90-178  requires  contracting  officers  to  obtain 
written  approval  by  the  Director  of  DAS  prior  to  executing  any  contract  by 
emergency  procurement  procedures  in  excess  of  $100,000.  The  Director  of  DAS  has 
not  redelegated  the  pre-execution  review  responsibilities  to  any  other  DAS 
contracting  officers. 

IMPROPER  EXECUTION  AND  EXTENSION  OF  SOLE  SOURCE  CONTRACTS 

Our  review  disclosed  that  DAS  improperly  awarded  and  extended  a  sole  source 
contract  without  opening  the  contract  to  the  competitive  bidding  process. 
Section  1701.2  of  the  DCPR  provides  that  a  contracting  officer  shall  not  award 
a  contract  on  a  sole  source  basis  if  the  only  justification  for  using  sole  source 
procurement  is  based  on  the  lack  of  sufficient  time  to  complete  the  process  of 
competitive  sealed  bids  or  competitive  sealed  proposals.  In  addition,  Section 
126  of  Public  Law  102-382,  the  District  of  Columbia  1992  Supplemental 
Appropriations  and  Rescissions  and  1993  Appropriations  Act,  provides  that:  "No 
sole  source  contract  with  the  District  of  Columbia  government  or  any  agency 
thereof  may  be  renewed  or  extended  without  opening  that  contract  to  the 
competitive  bidding  process  as  set  forth  in  Section  303  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Procurement  Practices  Act  (O.C.  Code  1-1183.3). 
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In  1988  DAS  awarded  a  multi-year  contract  (2065-AA-NS-6-SW),  to  provide 
timesharing  and  remote  site  services  for  the  Automated  Client  Eligibility 
Determination  System  (ACEDS),  administered  by  the  Department  of  Human  Services 
(DHS).  The  contract  expired  June  7,  1993.  Prior  to  the  expiration  of  this 
contract  DHS  decided  to  operate  ACEDS  inhouse,  without  the  use  of  timesharing 
services.  On  September  19,  1991,  DAS  advertised  a  Request  for  Proposal  (RFP  No. 
0160-AA-NS-4-SW)  to  provide  and  install  hardware  to  permit  DHS  to  operate  ACEDS 
on  their  mainframe  system. 

However,  a  contract  was  not  awarded  until  August  31,  1993.  As  a  result,  DAS 
awarded  a  sole  source  contract  to  continue  the  timesharing  services  during  the 
period  June  8,  1993,  through  August  7,  1993,  at  a  cost  of  $960,990.  Because  of 
continued  delays  in  implementing  the  new  system  three  (3)  additional  sole  source 
contracts  were  issued  to  the  former  contractor  extending  the  timesharing  services 
through  November  6,  1993,  at  an  additional  cost  of  $1,505,441.  Services  provided 
under  these  four  (4)  sole  source  contracts  totaled  just  over  $2.4  million. 

OTHER  EXCEPTIONS 

Our  review  of  emergency  and  sole  source  procurement  disclosed  the  following 
common  non-compliance  with  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR). 

Sole  Source  D&F  Not  on  File 

Our  review  of  ten  (10)  sole  source  procurements  disclosed  one  instance  where 
the  required  D&F  statement  justifying  the  use  of  the  sole  source  method  of 
procurement  was  not  on  file.  Section  1705.1  of  the  DCPR  requires  contracting 
officers  to  prepare  a  written  D&F  which  sets  forth  the  justification  for  the  sole 
source  procurement.  The  sole  source  in  question  was  for  planning  and  economic 
development  consultant  services  amounting  to  $45,000. 

Failure  to  prepare  Determination  and  Findings  statements  could  provide  an 
opportunity  for  the  preferential  treatment  of  certain  suppliers  and  services  and 
weaken  the  procurement  process. 
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Determination  of  Contractor's  Responsibility 

Our  review  disclosed  five  (5)  instances  where  contracting  officers  failed  to 
determine  in  writing  that  the  prospective  contractors  were  responsible.  To  be 
determined  responsible,  a  prospective  contractor  must  meet  certain  requirements, 
including  compliance  with  the  D.C.  tax  regulations,  to  be  certified  by  the 
District's  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  (DFR).  Our  review  disclosed  nine 
(9)  instances  where  the  contracting  officers  failed  to  obtain  certification  from 
DFR  that  the  prospective  contractors  had  complied  with  the  D.C.  tax  regulations. 
In  five  (5)  instances,  we  noted  that  the  contracting  officers  executed  the 
determination  statements  for  contractor's  responsibility  without  obtaining  the 
tax  certification  from  DFR. 

Section  2200.2  of  the  DCPR  requires  contracting  officers  to  determine  in 
writing,  prior  to  executing  any  contract,  that  the  prospective  contractor  is 
responsible.  Section  2200.4(f)  provides  that  a  prospective  contractor  must  meet 
the  D.C.  tax  laws  and  regulations  to  be  determined  responsible.  Section  2204.7 
provides  that,  before  making  an  affirmative  determination  of  responsibility  for 
any  contract  exceeding  $100,000,  the  contracting  officer  must  obtain 
certification  from  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  that  the  prospective 
contractor  has  complied  with  the  District  tax  laws  and  regulations. 

Price  or  Cost  Analysis  and  Price  Negotiations 

Our  review  disclosed  eight  (8)  instances  where  the  contract  files  did  not 
contain  documentation  to  support  price  estimates,  price  or  cost  analysis,  and 
price  negotiations.  As  a  result,  DAS  did  not  perform  reviews  to  determine  that 
the  price  or  cost  data  proposed  by  the  prospective  contractors  were  fair  and 
reasonable  and  that  the  services  had  been  procured  in  the  most  economical  manner. 
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Section  1623.1  of  the  OCPR  requires  the  contracting  officer  to  develop  an 
estimate  of  the  proper  price  level  or  value  of  the  goods  or  services  to  be 
purchased.  Section  1625  requires  the  contracting  officer  to  perform  a  price 
analysis.  Section  1626  requires  the  contracting  officer  to  perform  a  cost 
analysis  of  the  proposed  contract  In  excess  of  $500,000.00.  Section  1628.2 
provides  that  a  price  negotiation  memorandum  must  be  Included  in  the  contract 
file. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  _ 

We  recommend  that  the  Director,  Department  of  Administrative  Services,  take 
administrative  action  to: 

—  Restrict  the  use  of  emergency  procurement  procedures  to  the  emergency 
conditions  defined  in  the  District's  procurement  regulations; 

—  Ensure  that  all  emergency  procurement  actions  exceeding  $100,000  are 
reviewed  by  the  Director  of  DAS  prior  to  execution; 

—  Ensure  that  sole  source  contracts  are  in  compliance  with  all  laws  and 
regulations  governing  the  procurement  operations  of  the  District  government. 

—  Determine  in  writing  that  a  prospective  contractor  is  responsible; 

~  Obtain  tax  compliance  certification  from  the  O.C.  Department  of  Finance  and 
Revenue  to  determine  that  the  prospective  contractor  is  responsible;  and, 

--  Ensure  that  a  price  estimate  is  developed,  price  or  cost  analysis  is 
performed,  and  a  memorandum  of  price  negotiation  Is  prepared  and  Included  in 
the  contract  file. 
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AGENCY  COMMENTS 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services  for  review  and  comments,  and  an  exit  conference  was  held  on  March  28, 
1994.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  DAS  response  in  which  DAS  sets  forth  corrective 
action  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  draft  report.  These 
actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 
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*;i!r   SUBJECT: 


Response  to  Review  of  Procurement  Activities 
of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 
(OIG  No.  9413-16) 


I  have  reviewed  your  draft  report  of  the  procurement  activities 
of  this  Department  and  as  requested,  I  am  responding  to  that 
report.   The  lack  of  procurement  planning  by  District  agencies 
serviced  by  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS)  has  a 
negative  impact  on  the  procurement  process  and  affects,  to  some 
degree,  the  ability  to  award  annual,  long-term,  competitive 
contracts.   In  the  past,  this  lack  of  procurement  planning  has 
placed  DAS  in  the  posture  of  having  to  award  emergency  and  sole 
source  contracts  in  order  to  maintain  programs  and  service 
delivery  to  District  of  Columbia  citizens. 

However,  during  the  second  quarter  of  FY  1994,  DAS  implemented 
management  controls  to  ensure  contracts  are  awarded  properly  and 
timely  utilizing  the  competitive  sealed  bid  or  competitive  sealed 
proposal  methods  of  contracting.   These  safeguards  should  ensure 
that  emergency  and  sole  source  contracts  are  awarded  in 
accordance  with  all  regulatory  and  statutory  requirements.   The 
management  controls  implemented  include  a  "Milestone  Schedule" 
that  provides  timelines  for  completion  of  procurement  actions 
(see  attachment) ;  the  Procurement  Procedures  Manual  available 
District-wide,  both  automated  and  audio  versions,  to  provide 
immediate  instructions  and  reference  on  the  contracting  process; 
and  two  procurement  training  courses  to  be  conducted  by  outside 
providers  during  the  third  quarter  of  FY  1994  to  begin 
professionalizing  the  contracting  personnel. 

It  should  be  noted  that  emergency  contracts  do  not  recpiire  pre- 
execution  review  by  the  DAS  Director.   Pursuant  to  27  DCMR  1712 
and  1712.8,  the  Director  is  required  to  review  emergency 
contracts  on  a  post-execution  basis.   DAS  has  Implemented  a 
written  procedure  to  ensure  all  emergency  contracts  are 
transmitted  to  the  DAS,  Office  of  Regulatory  Compliance  for  post- 
execution  review. 
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Page  Two 

Also  in  the  second  quarter  of  FY  1994,  DAS  took  steps  to  award 
annual,  long-term  contracts  for  security  guard,  janitorial  and 
food  services.   For  standard  procurement  actions,  steps  are  being 
taken  to  ensure  the  timely  award  of  contracts  in  that  the 
procurement  lead  time  for  competitive  sealed  bidding  will  ensure 
awards  in  90  days,  and  for  competitive  sealed  proposals  in  120 
days. 

In  the  third  quarter  of  FY  1994,  DAS  began  Procurement  Management 
Reviews  (PMRs)  of  agencies  to  assess  their  compliance  with 
applicable  procurement  laws  and  regulations.   The  purpose  of  the 
PMRs  is  to  ensure  compliance  and  to  provide  assistance  to 
agencies  relative  to  the  District's  contracting  process. 

Inadequate  resources  such  as  the  lack  of  available  funds  for 
training  and  the  inability  to  transfer  and  hire  additional  staff 
have  adversely  impacted  the  contracting  staff's  ability  to 
adequately  perform  the  duties  and  responsibilities  associated 
with  the  requirements  of  the  District's  contracting  process.   In 
addition,  the  delegation  of  broad  contract  authority  to  other 
agencies  has  adversely  impacted  upon  DAS'  statutory  mandate  as 
the  central  procurement  authority  of  the  District  government. 

Attachments 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


REVIEW  OF  PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller 

OIG  No.  9310-42  April  21,  1994 


THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED 
FOR  OFFICIAL  PURPOSES  ONLY 

AND  MAY  NOT  BE  RELEASED 
WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR  APPROVAL 
OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE   MAYOR 


OFFICE  OF  THC  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 


April   21,    1994 


415   I2TH   STRCCT    NW      RM     004 
WASHINGTON    D  C       20004 


OIG  No.  9310-42 


To  the  Mayor: 

This  is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller".  The  review  was  made  in 
accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C. 
Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all 
procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  of  audit  services  by  the 
Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller  (ODCC)  was  being  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical 
manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for  improvement  related  to  options, 
letter  contracts,  contract  terms,  contract  modifications,  reservation  and  obligation 
of  funds,  sole  source  procurement,  exceeding  contract  authority,  and  publication  of 
contract  awards  and  procurement  opportunities.  It  also  contains  recommendations 
regarding  internal  controls. 

We  did  not  include  a  copy  of  the  ODCC  response  to  our  draft  report  because  it 
was  not  responsive. 

We  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten  calendar  days  to  the  City 
Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Chief  Financial  Officer;  the  D.C. 
Controller;  and  the  Director,  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 


_r_w^r'^^^^-^ 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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Review  of  Procurement  Activities 

of  the 

OFFICE  OF  THE  D.C.  CONTROLLER 


INTRODUCTION 


The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller.  The  audit  was  performed  in 
accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85, 
which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to  annually  conduct  an  operational 
audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
seq. )  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(1)  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller 

The  Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller  (ODCC)  is  part  of  the  Office  of  Financial 
Management  (OFM)  which  assists  the  Mayor  and  the  City  Administrator  in  the 
performance  of  the  financial  management  functions  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  ODCC 
provides  centralized  accounting  services  and  has  custodial  responsibilities  for  the 
District's  financial  records.  The  office  is  responsible  for  establishing  internal 
accounting  policies  and  controls,  administers  the  District's  pay  and  retirement 
system,  prepares  financial  statements  and  procures  audit  services. 
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Mayor's  Order  90-178,  dated  November  19,  1990,  as  amended,  adopted  the  provision  of 
Mayor's  Order  82-36  as  to  the  D.C.  Controller's  selection  of  auditors  to  provide  for 
audits  of  District  programs,  regardless  of  the  source  of  funding  for  those  programs. 
Section  115(a)  of  the  Order  authorizes  the  D.C.  Controller  to  place  orders  directly 
under  federal  supply  contracts  for  goods  and  services  up  to  $25,000. 

The  Chief  Financial  Officer  delegated  the  procurement  of  administrative  services 
for  the  Deferred  Compensation  Plan  and  for  the  Optical  and  Dental  Care  Plan,  to  the 
D.C.  Controller  based  on  Mayor's  Order  85-64,  dated  May  20,  1985;  the  Deferred 
Compensation  Act  of  1984,  D.  C.  Law  5-118  (D.C.  Codes  1-612.17  and  47-3601  eL.  sec): 
and  District  of  Columbia  Council  Resolution  6-305,  approved  September  24,  1985 
(Changes  to  the  Compensation  System  and  to  the  Pay  Schedules  for  Career  Service  and 
Excepted  Service  Employees  Approval  Resolution  of  1985). 

Section  1801.2,  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations,  delegates  to  OFM  small 
purchase  authority  up  to  $10,000.  Goods  and  services  exceeding  $10,000,  other  than 
those  mentioned  above,  must  be  procured  by  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 
(DAS).  The  Finance,  Procurement  and  Administration  Unit  of  ODCC  has  primary 
responsibility  for  conducting  procurement  of  small  purchases.  The  Grant  and  Audit 
Manager  has  the  responsibility  for  procuring  District-wide  audit  services  and 
accounting  services. 

During  fiscal  years  1991  through  1993,  the  Grants  and  Audit  Manager  procured  17 
audit  contracts  in  excess  of  $7.5  million.  In  addition,  the  Grants  and  Audit  Manager 
procured  14  non-audit  contracts  in  excess  of  $4  million,  not  including  contract 
modifications. 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  conducted  to  determine  if  the  procurement  activities  of  ODCC  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
the  District  Procurement  Regulations  (Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations)  and 
in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner  during  the  period  October  1,1990  through 
September  30,  1993.  The  audit  included  a  review  of  procurement  related  records, 
discussions  with  officials  and  staff  cf  the  ODCC  and  the  Department  of  Administrative 


362 


OIG  No.  9310-42 


Services,  review  and  evaluation  of  ODCC  procurement  procedures  and  internal  controls, 
and  testing  of  procurement  transactions  which  were  selected  on  a  judgmental  basis. 

In  addition,  the  audit  was  made  to  determine  if  controls  were  being  adequately 
administered  to  ensure  that  the  District  received  all  services  it  had  procured.  We 
held  discussions  with  officials  of  District  agencies  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  their  respective  audit  service  contracts  negotiated  by  the  D.C. 
Controller.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations,  Chapter  40,  requires  the 
-using  agency  or  person  responsible  for  contract  administration  to  perform  all  actions 
necessary  to  verify  whether  services  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  contract. 

After  excluding  the  audit  of  the  D.C.  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report,  we 
selected  seven  audit  contracts  for  review  from  the  remaining  16  contracts.  In 
addition,  we  reviewed  three  non-audit  contracts  that  ODCC  initially  identified  as 
audit  services.  The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted 
government  auditing  standards  and  included  such  tests  as  we  considered  necessary  in 
the  circumstances. 

INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  Office  of  the  Controller,  including  applicable  internal 
administrative  controls,  that  have  a  material  impact  on  the  results  of  procurement 
activities,  to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate  the  system  as  required 
by  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards  for  performance  audits  contained 
in  the  government  auditing  standards  (1988  Revision),  issued  by  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States.  In  planning  and  conducting  our  audit,  we  gave 
consideration  to  the  concepts  of  materiality  and  control  risks.  We  noted  no  matters 
involving  the  internal  control  structure  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 
However,  we  noted  the  internal  control  operations  could  be  improved  by  segregating 
the  functions  of  contracting  officer  and  contract  administrator. 
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COMPLIANCE 

We  have  audited  the  procurement  activities  of  the  Office  of  the  Controller  for 
compliance  with  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  and  Title  27 
of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations.  We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with 
generally  accepted  auditing  standards  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing 
Standards,  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Those  standards 
require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about 
whether  material  non-compliance  with  the  requirements  referred  to  above  occurred. 

Our  review  disclosed  that,  for  the  items  tested,  ODCC  was  not  always  in 
compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  With  respect  to  items  not  tested, 
nothing  came  to  our  attention  which  would  indicate  that  ODCC  was  in  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations  to  a  greater  degree.  These  matters  are  discussed  in 
the  remainder  of  this  report  with  recommendations  for  improving  compliance  with  the 
District's  procurement  regulations. 

FINDINGS  AND  RECOHMENDATIONS 

CONTRACTING  AUTHORITY  EXCEEDED 

Our  review  found  three  instances  where  ODCC  exceeded  its  contracting  authority. 
The  contracts  in  question  were  to  procure  consultant  services  and  were  not  audit 
contracts.  Mayor'  Order  90-178,  Section  III,  limits  the  D.C.  Controller's  authority 
to  only  contracts  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  auditors  to  perform  audits. 

In  the  first  contract,  ODCC  procured  consultant  services  to  assist  the  District 
in  addressing  issues  involving  a  lawsuit  which  was  filed  against  the  District  under 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act;  to  acquire  hardware  and  software  necessary  to  perform 
calculations  pursuant  to  the  lawsuit;  and,  for  the  design,  program  and  test  of 
software  models,  for  a  total  of  $826,448.  In  the  second  contract  ODCC  procured 
services  which  met  the  general  administrative  needs  of  the  agency's  Unclaimed 
Property  Unit.  This  sole  source  contract  was  awarded  in  the  amount  of  $100,000.  The 
third  contract  was  to  enhance  revenue  collections  for  the  Water  and  Sewer  Utility 
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Administration.  This  sole  source  contract  was  awarded  in  the  amount  of  $200,000. 

ODCC  was  unable  to  provide  any  authority  other  than  the  authority  cited  above 
regarding  audit  contracts,  contracts  for  administrative  services  for  the  Deferred 
Compensation  Plan  and  for  the  Optical  and  Dental  Care  Plan,  small  purchase  authority 
up  to  $10,000  and  procurement  under  federal  supply  contracts  up  to  $25,000. 

FAILURE  TO  COMPLY  WITH  SOLE  SOURCE  PROCEDURES 

Our  review  disclosed  that  two  of  the  three  contracts  discussed  above  were  sole 
source  contracts.  Contract  number  BF-93THUP  was  executed  on  May  21,  1993  and 
contract  number  BF-93IMLA  was  executed  on  May  24,  1993,  both  contracts  were  executed 
by  the  former  D.C.  Controller.  ODCC  entered  into  the  two  consultant  service  contracts 
without  preparing  a  Determination  and  Finding  (D&F)  to  justify  using  the  sole  source 
method  and  failed  to  submit  them  to  the  Director  of  DAS  for  pre-execution  review. 

Section  1702.1  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  provides  that  a  contracting 
officer  may  use  the  sole  source  method  after  making  a  Determination  and  Findings 
(O&F)  justifying  that  there  is  only  one  (1)  available  source  for  a  supply,  service 
or  construction.  Section  1702.2  provides  in  part  that  the  contracting  officer  must 
conclude  that  the  sole  source  contractor  is  the  only  source  capable  of  providing  the 
required  services,  supplies  or  construction.  Sections  1701.3(a)  requires  that  the 
contracting  officer  shall  ensure  that  each  sole  source  procurement  in  an  amount 
greater  than  $25,000  be  reviewed  by  the  Director  of  DAS  before  solicitation  and  shall 
be  approved  by  the  Director  of  DAS  before  contract  execution. 

We  noted  two  contracts  totaling  $300,000  where  justification  contained  in  the 
D&F  was  not  adequate  to  support  the  use  of  the  sole  source  method.  The  justification 
given  in  these  instances  had  more  than  one  of  the  following  elements  or  statements 
such  as:  (a)  immediate  need  for  work  to  be  done,  (b)  ability  to  meet  the  terms  of  the 
offer  (c)  requisite  knowledge  and  experience  with  the  D.C.  government  necessary  for 
the  successful  conclusion  of  the  task;  and,  (d)  the  award  was  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  District.  In  both  cases,  we  found  nothing  in  the  file  to  indicate  an  attempt 
was  made  to  identify  other  sources. 
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We  were  informed  by  officials  of  ODCC  that  the  contracts  and  D&F  were  submitted 
on  July  27,  1993  to  DAS  for  review  two  months  after  the  award  of  the  contracts. 
Officials  of  ODCC  stated  that  as  of  the  date  of  this  report  they  have  not  received 
a  response. 

FAILURE  TO  RESERVE  FUNDS  PRIOR  TO  EXECUTION  OF  CONTRACT  OR  CONTRACT  HODIFICATION 

Our  review  disclosed  that  ODCC  failed  to  reserve  funds  prior  to  execution  of  a 
contract  or  contract  modification  for  the  ten  contracts  reviewed. 

Section  3240.6  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  provides  that,  before 
execution  of  a  contract,  the  contracting  officer  shall  ensure  that  the  appropriate 
amount  of  allocated  budget  authority  is  encumbered  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  contract. 
Section  3600.4  states  that  the  contracting  officer  shall  not  execute  a  contract 
modification  that  will  cause  an  increase  in  the  funding  level  of  the  contract  without 
having  first  obtained  a  certification  of  availability  of  funds.  The  Expenditure 
Control  Certification  Form  must  be  on  file  as  evidence  of  funds  reserved. 

Our  review  found  that  eight  of  the  ten  contracts  and  five  contract  modifications 
reviewed  did  not  have  documentation  to  support  the  availability  of  funds.  Failure 
to  encumber  funds  as  required  could  result  in  expenditures  which  exceed  appropriation 
authority. 

EXEMPTIONS  FROM  PROCUREMENT  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM  REQUIREMENTS 

In  our  discussions  with  ODCC,  we  were  informed  that,  under  the  Material 
Management  Information  System  FMS/PMS  Desk  Procedures,  ODCC  is  exempt  from  the 
Procurement  Management  System  (PMS)  .  Our  review  disclosed  that  rxtiitm  9  of  the 
FMS/PMS  Desk  Procedures  exempts  ODCC  under  agency  Code  "XX"  which  is  a  designation 
used  for  special  non-procurement  FMS  transactions.  Exhibit  10  clearly  shows  ODCC 
under  agency  code  "BF"  is  subject  to  PMS.  ODCC  prepared  balance  sheet  vouchers  or  a 
miscellaneoi^s  payment  voucher  rather  than  obligating  documents,  such  as  contract 
advisements  and  purchase  orders.  As  a  result,  audit  contract  information  is  not 
included  in  PMS. 
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FMS  and  DAS  procedures  require  that  upon  contract  execution,  an  agency  must 
prepare  obligating  documents  such  as  a  purchase  order  for  purchases  against  pre- 
established  term  contracts,  GSA  schedules,  etc.,  or  a  contract  advisement  for 
purchases  under  established  agreement,  to  ensure  the  encumbrance  of  funds  in  FMS. 
In  addition.  Mayor's  Memorandum  87-40,  dated  August  3,  1987,  requires  the  agency  to 
complete  and  submit  to  DAS  a  Procurement  Information  Document  (PID)  for  contracts 
equaling  or  exceeding  ten  thousand  dollars  ($10,000).  The  PID  is  necessary  to  ensure 
that  all  required  procurement  steps  have  been  followed  before  DAS  activates  the 
Management  Information  Document  (MID)  control  number.  The  PID  is  also  the  basis  for 
DAS  to  collect  information  for  analysis  and  reporting  purposes. 

In  accordance  with  the  Materiel  Management  Information  System  procedures  manual , 
certain  FMS  accounting  transactions  are  excluded  from  PMS.  They  are  Balance  Sheet 
Vouchers  (VBSE),  Revenue  Refund  Vouchers  (VRRE),  and  Travel  Vouchers  (VTRE).  These 
vouchers  are  used  to  record  non-procurement  actions.  Balance  Sheet  Vouchers  are  used 
to  Initiate  payments  that  are  not  expenditures,  or  reimbursements  of  revenue. 
Balance  Sheet  Vouchers  affect  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  a  fund  and  are  used  for 
non-procurement  accounting  transactions  such  as:  Escheated  Estate  Fund,  Employee  Wage 
Claims,  Auction  Proceeds  Refunds  and  Inmate  Fund  Transfers.  Only  ODCC  can  process 
Balance  Sheet  Vouchers  through  FMS. 

ODCC  has  established  Balance  Sheet  account  number  580  for  audit  services  based 
on  Mayor's  Order  82-36.  Requesting  agencies  were  asked  to  transfer  funds  through 
journal  entry,  either  in  advance  or  when  due,  to  the  580  account.  Appropriated  and 
non-appropriated  funds  transferred  in  advance  are  not  subject  to  fiscal  year  spending 
controls.  In  most  cases,  our  review  noted  a  mixture  of  advanced  transfers  and 
transfers  when  payment  was  due.  ODCC  then  paid  the  contractors  using  Balance  Sheet 
Vouchers  from  the  580  account.  These  payments  are  recorded  manually  in  a  payment  log 
but  not  in  the  automated  PMS. 

The  Procurement  Management  System  should  include  statistical  and  financial 
procurement  information  for  all  executive  agencies.  We  do  not  believe  that  any 
executive  agency  should  be  excluded  from  PMS. 
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LETTER  CONTRACTS 

We  found  that  seven  of  10  contracts  reviewed  involved  the  use  of  letter 
contracts.  None  of  the  seven  had  a  written  Determination  and  Findings  (D&F)  to 
justify  the  use  of  a  letter  contract.  Definitive  contracts  were  not  executed  within 
a  reasonable  time  and  as  a  result  the  audit  services  were  provided  without  the 
benefit  of  specific  terms  and  conditions  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  District. 
The  primary  causes  for  these  conditions  were  insufficient  implementation  of  a  planned 
-procurement  request  and  insufficient  staff  resources  to  complete  contracts  in  a 
timely  manner. 

Section  2425  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  provides  for  the  use  of 
a  letter  contract  only  after  the  contracting  officer  determines,  in  writing,  that  no 
other  type  of  contract  is  suitable.  Letter  contracts  are  to  be  used  when  the 
District's  interests  demand  that  the  contractor  be  given  a  binding  commitment  so  that 
work  can  start  immediately  and  executing  a  definitive  contract  is  not  possible  in 
sufficient  time  to  meet  the  requirement. 

The  need  for  audit  services  in  each  instance  was  known  years  in  advance  by  both 
the  requesting  agency  and  ODCC.  Our  review  found  seven  contracts  with  no  D&F  on  file 
to  explain  the  immediacy  of  the  situation.  Based  on  the  signing  dates  by  the 
contracting  officer  six  of  the  contracts  had  a  waiting  period  ranging  from  15  to  101 
days  before  becoming  a  definitive  contract  and  an  average  waiting  period  of  46  days. 
We  found  absolutely  no  merit  for  having  the  letter  contract  for  the  seventh  contract 
since  both  the  letter  contract  and  the  definitive  contracts  were  signed  on  the  same 
day,  April  16,  1991. 

NON-COMPLIANCE  WITH  REGULATIONS  PERTAINING  TO  OPTIONS 

Our  review  found  that  Requests  for  Proposals  for  auditing  services  did  not 
include  appropriate  language  requiring  cost  estimates  for  option  year  provisions. 
Accordingly,  proposals  submitted  did  not  contain  option  year  price  data  to  be  used 
in  evaluating  the  proposal.  When  ODCC  negotiated  the  option  years,  the  Determination 
and  Findings  (D&F)  failed  to  indicate  the  basis  for  ODCC's  decision  for  exercising 
the  options.  As  a  result,  ODCC  actions  could  have  restricted  competition  and  may 


368 


OIG  No.  9310-42 


have  weakened  the  District's  ability  to  maintain  financial  control  and 
accountability,  or  to  determine  which  contracts  are  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
District. 

Sections  2005  through  2008  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  governs  the 
requirements  for  use  of  options.  Section  2007.1  requires  that  the  contracting 
officer  evaluate  offers  for  any  options  contained  in  a  solicitation  when  it  has  been 
determined  prior  to  soliciting  offers  that  the  District  is  likely  to  exercise  the 
-options.  Section  2006.2  requires  that  each  solicitation  containing  an  option 
provision  shall  state  the  basis  of  evaluation  and  shall  inform  bidders  that  the 
District  may  exercise  the  option  at  the  time  of  award.  Section  2006.7  provides  that 
each  solicitation  and  contract  shall  state  the  notification  period  for  exercising  the 
option.  Section  2005.10  requires  the  cost  of  each  option  to  be  readily  discernible 
from  the  contract  provisions  that  set  forth  the  option.  Section  2005.8  requires  a 
written  justification  to  be  on  file  as  to  the  quantities  or  term  under  the  option, 
the  notification  period  for  exercising  the  option,  and  any  limitation  on  the  option 
price.  Also,  at  the  time  before  exercising  an  option.  Section  2008.3  requires  a 
written  determination  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  option  and  the  provisions 
outlined  under  Section  2008.4. 

Of  ten  audit  contracts  reviewed,  we  found  four  contracts  that  included 
provisions  for  option  years  ranging  from  two  to  four  years.  Since  the  solicitations 
did  not  require  the  submission  of  price  data  for  the  option  years,  none  were 
evaluated  as  part  of  the  initial  competition.  There  was  no  written  justification  on 
file  for  the  four  contracts  which  would  explain  the  contracting  officer's  action  of 
not  including  the  options  in  the  contractor's  evaluation. 


For  the  four  solicitations  noted  above,  we  found  that  the  provisions  of  the 
executed  contracts  failed  to  include  the  option  price  estimates  for  each  option  year, 
any  limitations  on  the  option  price,  or  the  notification  period  for  exercising  the 
option.  Two  of  the  contracts  resulted  in  large  price  increases,  over  and  above 
amounts  for  scope  of  work  changes,  as  listed  below: 
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Contract  Audit     Initial     Cost      Total 

Number     Term    Period     Cost       Added     Cost 

PWC-91  SA   basic     FY  91    $  40,113  $  40,113 

option     FY  92    $  63,820  $  63,820 

DHPH-91  SA  basic  FY  90  $  60,000  $  42,575  $102,575 
option  1  FY  91  $  75,000  $  53,975  $128,975 
option  2   FY  92    $130,000  $130,000 

The  primary  increase  in  each  option  price  over  the  base  price  was  mostly  labor. 
Also,  additional  costs  of  $42,525  and  $53,975  added  to  DHPH-91  SA  were  due  to 
difficulties  experienced  by  the  audit  firm  even  though  it  was  a  fixed  price  contract. 
We  further  noted  that  the  audit  firm  submitted  the  bill  for  $96,550,  dated  September 
30,  1993,  the  same  day  that  contract  modification  #3  for  the  same  amount  was  executed 
by  the  D.C.  Controller.  We  question  whether  this  was  a  justifiable  modification  or 
an  action  designed  to  reimburse  contractors  for  errors  or  contract  miscalculations. 

The  option  year  contract  price  was  based  on  an  engagement  letter  from  the 
contractor. 

ODCC's  written  justification  failed  to  indicate  as  required  under  Section  2008.5 
that  the  basis  for  exercising  an  option  was  due  to  one  of  the  following  reasons: 

(a)  A  new  solicitation  failed  to  produce  a  better  price; 

(b)  An  informal  analysis  of  prices  or  an  examination  of  the  market  indicates 
that  the  option  price  is  better;  or 

(c)  Option  price  is  the  lowest  price  obtainable,  given  the  short  time  between 
the  award  and  the  exercise  of  the  option. 

IMPROPER  MODIFICATION  OF  CONTRACTS 

Our  review  disclosed  that  ODCC  improperly  modified  existing  contracts  which 
resulted  in  the  obtaining  of  additional  services  outside  the  scope  of  the  contract. 
Also,  additional  amounts  were  added  to  fixed-price  contracts  despite  no  change  in 
the  original  scope  of  work.  As  a  result,  audit  services  were  either  procured  on  a 
sole  source  basis  or  contracts  were  awarded  to  the  winning  offeror  who  used  an 
unreasonably  low  bid  with  expectations  of  obtaining  price  increases  in  the  future. 
These  conditions  were  due  to  the  absence  of  adequate  procurement  planning;  inadequate 
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specifications  under  the  origip.al  proposal  and/or  failure  to  comply  with  the 
District's  procurement  regulations. 

Contract  modifications  are  governed  by  the  provisions  of  Chapter  36  of  the  D.C. 
Procurement  Regulations.  Section  3601.2  provides  that  a  bilateral  modification  may 
be  used  to  make  negotiated  equitable  adjustments  resulting  from  the  issuance  of  a 
change  order;  to  formalize  a  letter  contract;  or  to  reflect  other  agreements  of  the 
parties  to  modify  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Section  3601.3  provides  that  unilateral 
-contract  modifications  may  be  used  to  make  administrative  changes,  issue  change 
orders,  or  issue  a  termination  notice. 

In  addition,  the  contracting  officer  shall  use  the  type  of  contracts  described 
in  Chapter  24.  Section  2400.4  provides  that  the  contracting  officer  negotiate  a 
contract  type  and  price  that  will  result  in  reasonable  contractor  risk  and  provide 
the  contractor  with  the  greatest  incentive  for  efficient  and  economical  performance. 
Section  2401.3  requires  that  the  contracting  officer  use  a  firm-fixed-price  contract 
when  the  risk  involved  is  minimal,  and  fair  and  reasonable  price  can  be  established. 
A  fixed-price  contract  is  defined  as  a  contract  that  is  not  subject  to  any  price 
adjustments.  This  type  of  contract  places  maximum  risk  and  full  responsibility  for 
all  costs  and  resulting  profit  or  loss  upon  the  contractor. 

Of  the  10  contracts  reviewed,  8  contracts  contained  35  contract  modifications. 
These  modifications  were  for  time  extensions,  change  in  delivery  due  dates,  and 
option  years  exercised.  Other  modifications  were  for  additional  audit  services  and 
work  delays.  These  fixed-price  contracts  were  modified  to  increase  the  price  by 
$1,164,816  to  bring  the  total  price  of  these  contracts,  as  of  the  date  of  this 
report,  to  $3,033,220  as  disclosed  below: 

Type  of  Modification  Amount  Added    Percent 

Option  years  exercised  $  268,820  23.1  % 

Cost  added  without  scope  of  work  change  192,200  16.5  % 

Scope  of  work  change  703.796  58.4  % 

Additional  costs  added  to  contracts  $1,164,816  100.0  % 

Add:  Base  Price  1.868.404 

Total  Price  $3.033.220 
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Contract  modifications  noted  in  our  review  resulted  in  scope  of  work  changes, 
which  accounted  for  most  of  the  price  increases.  However,  some  of  the  scope  of  work 
changes  substantially  "modified"  the  original  work  specifications  in  the  request  for 
proposal.  For  example,  one  contract  for  $407,710  (DHS-91  ICFMR)  was  modified  four 
(4)  times  increasing  the  total  contract  amount  to  $796,110.  The  original  work 
specifications  requested  a  proposal  for  an  audit  of  1988,  1989  and  1990  Medicaid  cost 
reports  submitted  by  Intermediate  Care  Facilities  for  the  Mentally  Retarded  and  also 
for  providers  of  day  treatment  programs  for  1990.  This  scope  was  later  expanded 
-during  the  course  of  the  contract  to  include  analysis  and  review  of  budget  data 
submitted  by  providers  ($50,000),  audit  of  1991  Medicaid  cost  reports  ($218,400), 
evaluation  of  financial  capability  of  the  Institutional  Providers  applying  for 
Medicaid  numbers  ($60,000)  and  the  evaluation  of  financial  capability  for  the  Prepaid 
Providers  applying  for  Medicaid  numbers  ($60,000). 

OMISSIONS.  ERRORS  AND  CONFLICTING  CONTRACT  TERMS  NOTED 

Our  review  found  that  a  number  of  definitive  contracts  and  related  contract 
modifications  had  conflicting  provisions  or  term  errors.  This  could  result  in 
nonconforming  or  substandard  services.  The  primary  cause  for  these  conditions  was 
inadequate  oversight  and  review  on  the  part  of  management  to  ensure  that  all  terms 
in  the  contract  were  accurate,  correct  and  in  compliance  with  the  District's 
procurement  regulations. 

Section  1003.3  of  the  DCPR  provides  that  the  contracting  officer  shall  not  enter 
into  a  contract  unless  the  contracting  officer  has  ensured  that  all  requirements  and 
applicable  procedures  have  been  met. 

We  noted  the  following  discrepancies  in  contract  provisions.  In  one  contract, 
CLA-91  EPA,  a  contract  modification  extended  the  contract  period  to  December  31, 
1993.  A  subsequent  modification  extended  the  contract  period  to  August  23,  1993, 
which  we  found  to  be  erroneous.  This  matter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Grants  and  Audit  Manager,  who  prepared  a  modification  to  correct  the  expiration  date. 
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In  another  contract,  we  noted  modifications  that  contained  inconsistent  language 
regarding  price  components  of  both  fixed  priced  contracts  and  cost  reimbursable 
contracts.  It  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Grants  and  Audit  Manager,  who  made 
the  necessary  correction. 

We  also  noted  that  ODCC  issued  a  memorandum  rather  than  a  contract  modification 
to  change  the  designation  of  the  contract  administrator  for  contract  number  DHPH-91- 
SA.  This  designation  should  have  been  incorporated  under  a  contract  modification  to 
-make  this  term  binding.  Further,  we  noted  one  modification  that  did  not  reflect  In 
the  modification's  total  contract  price  the  cost  of  the  modification  increase  of 
$90,000.  We  also  noted  that  the  deliverables  under  Article  3  of  the  base  contract 
omitted  required  dates. 

PUBLICATION  OF  NOTICE  OF  AWARDS  AND  PROCUREMENT  OPPORTUNITIES 

The  District  of  Columbia  Procurement  Digest  Is  published  on  a  bi-weekly  basis 
by  DAS  to  provide  all  procurement  planned  and  all  contract  awards  valued  at  ten 
thousand  dollars  ($10,000)  or  more  for  the  purpose  of  providing  general  procurement 
Information  and  to  encourage  business  enterprises  to  do  business  with  the  District 
government.  Section  1301  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  requires  that  notices 
of  awards  of  contracts  be  published  in  the  Procurement  Digest.  Section  1706.2 
requires  that  each  award  of  a  sole  source  contract  shall  be  published  In  the 
procurement  digest.  Mayor's  Memorandum  86-24,  dated  July  7,  1986,  requires  all 
departments  and  agencies  under  the  executive  control  of  the  Mayor  to  provide  DAS  with 
certain  procurement  Information  including  contract  awards  for  Inclusion  in  the 
procurement  digest. 


Our  review  disclosed  that  the  ODCC  failed  to  submit  a  Notice  of  Award  to  DAS 
for  publication  in  the  D.C.  Procurement  Digest  for  eight  of  the  10  contract  actions 
tested.  Two  of  the  eight  cases  were  sole  source  procurements.  In  addition,  fiscal 
year  1991  contract  files  for  three  of  the  ten  contract  actions  lacked  supporting 
evidence  to  show  that  solicitation  information  required  for  Notice  of  Proposed 
Solicitation  had  been  submitted  to  DAS  for  the  Contract  Information  Hotline  and  for 
publication  In  the  Procurement  Digest. 
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RECOHHENDATIONS 

OIG  is  recommending  that  the  D.C.  Controller  immediately  take  the  following 
administrative  actions: 

Limit  procurement  and  contracting  activities  above  $10,000  to  the  authority 
granted  by  Mayor's  Order  90-178  for  audit  services  and  Mayor's  Order  85-65  for 
administrative  services  for  the  Deferred  Compensation  Plan  and  for  the  Optical 
and  Dental  Care  Plan; 

Ensure  that  market  surveys  or  other  means  are  employed  to  determine  the 
availability  of  sources  prior  to  utilization  of  the  sole  source  method  of 
procurement; 

Ensure  that  contract  actions  meet  all  District  requirements  for  pre-  and  post- 
execution  reviews; 

Ensure  that  funds  are  reserved  and  encumbered  prior  to  execution  of  a  contract 
or  contract  modifications  as  required  by  Sections  3240.6  and  3600.4  of  the  D.C. 
Procurement  Regulations; 

Ensure  compliance  with  regulations  governing  the  use  of  letter  contracts, 
options,  contract  modifications  and  types  of  contracts; 

Ensure  that  appropriate  Determinations  and  Findings  have  been  prepared,  approved 
and  retained; 

Ensure  contract  terms  have  been  reviewed  for  accuracy,  completeness  and  in  full 
compliance  with  District  procurement  regulations  prior  to  execution;  and. 

Ensure  that  contract  award  information  has  been  submitted  to  DAS  for  publication 
in  the  procurement  digest. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Office  of  the  D.C.  Controller  for 
review  and  comments.  OIG  received  the  ODCC  response  and  where  appropriate  OIG  has 
made  revisions  to  the  draft  report. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 

THERAPEUTIC  DRUG  TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

UNFOLDMENT,  INC. 

OIG  No.  9I25-57B     December  1,  1993 


THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED  FOR 

OFFICIAL  PURPOSES  ONLY  AND  MAY 

NOT  BE  RELEASED  WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR 

APPROVAL  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  HcClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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OIG  No.  9125-57B 

The  Honorable  Sharon  Pratt  Kelly 
Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
One  Judiciary  Square 
Washington.  D.C.  20001 

To  the  Mayor: 

This  Is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  entitled,  "Limited  Financial 
Review,  Department  of  Corrections  Therapeutic  Drug  Treatment  Program  Unfoldment,  Inc. 

Our  review  resulted  In  our  serious  concern  over  expenditure  of  grant  funds  provided 
to  Dnfoldment  by  the  Department  of  Corrections;  and  our  recommendation  that  specified 
expenditures  by  recovered  and  additional  expenditures  be  justified  to  the  Departments 
satisfaction  or  recovered. 

Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Director, 
Department  of  Corrections;  and  the  Director,  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 


Sincerely,    • 

Samuel  HcClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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OIG  No.  9125-578 

LIMITED  FINANCIAL  REVIEW 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 

THERAPEUTIC  DRUG  TREATMENT  PROGRAM 

UNFOLDMENT,  INC. 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  (016)  has  completed  a  limited  financial  review 
of  the  Department  of  Corrections  Substance  Abuse  Program  (Lorton  program)  grant 
awarded  to  Unfoldment,  Inc.  (Unfoldment),  a  nonprofit  corporation  in  the  District  of 
Columbia.  The  review  was  performed  in  response  to  a  request  by  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Corrections  (DOC). 

PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 

Our  limited  review  was  undertaken  to  determine  whether  DOC  expenditures  made  by 
Unfoldment  for  the  therapeutic  drug  counseling  and  rehabilitation  program  were 
necessary  and  proper;  and  whether  such  expenditures  were  made  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  Unfoldment  and  the  DOC. 

We  performed  a  review  of  Unfoldment,  Inc.'s  existing  internal  controls  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  a  basis  for  reliance  on  accounting  records.  We  also  performed 
compliance  testing  to  ascertain  whether  expenditures  were  made  in  compliance  with  OMB 
Circular  A-122,  "Cost  Principles  for  Nonprofit  Organizations,"  covering  grants, 
contracts  and  other  agreements. 

Our  review  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing 
standards  and  as  such,  included  testing  of  the  accounting  records  and  other 
procedures  that  we  considered  necessary. 

Our  review  covered  the  period  of  October  1,  1991  through  September  30,  1992. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

We  found  that  the  internal  control  procedures  of  the  DOC  for  processing,  reviewing 
and  approving  expenditures  made  by  Unfoldment  were  inadequate,  and  that  the  grantee's 
accounting  records  were  not  adequately  maintained.  Due  to  inadequate  accounting 
records,  we  were  unable  to  determine  whether  some  expenditures  were  necessary  or 
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proper.  Therefore,  we  question  $399,461.05  of  expenditures  made  by  Unfoldment  during 
the  review  period.  Additionally,  we  have  identified  expenditures  that  were  not 
program  related  and  have  recommended  that  the  DOC  recover  $45,545.71  for  disallowed 
costs. 

LIMITED  FINANCIAL  REVIEW  FINDINGS 
INTERNAL  CONTROL  WEAKNESS 

1.  Inadequate  Accounting  Records  Maintained 

During  our  review  of  documentation  supporting  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  grant 
expenditures,  we  found  that  Unfoldment  was  unable  to  provide  source  documents  for 
numerous  financial  transactions  selected  for  review. 

Unfoldment  was  unable  to  provide  complete  accounts  payable  records,  canceled  checks 
for  certain  transactions  and  authorization  or  justification  for  many  expenditures. 

Notations  on  some  checks  bore  no  resemblance  to  the  actual  purpose  of  the 
expenditure.  Such  arbitrary  and  extraneous  entries  on  checks  were  not  infrequent 
among  the  hundreds  of  canceled  checks  we  reviewed.  This  is  significant  because  such 
notations  may  reflect  upon  the  classification  of  the  expenditure  entered  into 
Unfoldment's  automated  accounting  system.  For  example,  if  the  notation  on  a  check 
is  for  a  renovation  loan  payment  when  it  is  actually  a  payroll  check,  the  danger 
exists  that  the  transaction  will  be  coded  in  the  accounting  system  as  a  loan  payment. 

2.  Cash  Hanaqement  and  Internal  Financial  Controls 

A.   Excessive  Bank  Accounts 

Our  inventory  of  bank  accounts  maintained  by  Unfoldment  Inc.  indicates  fifteen  (15) 
current  accounts.  There  are  six  (6)  accounts  just  for  the  Lorton  program. 

Money  was  frequently  moved  from  one  account  to  another;  and  we  found  that  money  was 
often  loaned  to  or  from  the  Lorton  program  from  other  Unfoldment  programs.  This 
Indicates  problems  in  maintaining  spending  and  budgetary  restrictions. 
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B.  Designation  of  Checks 

We  found  that  despite  numerous  checking  accounts,  a  number  of  checks,  some  for 
sizable  amounts  of  money,  were  made  payable  to,  "Unfoldment,  Inc.,"  or  to  Individuals 
such  as  the  Controller  or  Executive  Director;  and  it  was  determined  that  these  were 
often  non-salary  payments. 

Such  practices  should  not  be  necessary  because  all  legitimate  obligations  can  be 
directly  paid  to  the  Individual,  merchant  or  bank  through  one  of  the  numerous 
Unfoldment  bank  accounts.  For  example,  our  review  found  seventeen  (17)  checks  were 
made  payable  to,  "Unfoldment,"  amounting  to  $46,800.  Thirty-two  (32)  checks  made 
payable  to  "Marlene  Morten"  totalling  $37,603.13,  of  which  only  thirteen  (13)  were 
designated  as  "Payroll  Check."  One  of  the  checks  (No.  846,  Account  381,  12/3/91) 
turned  out  to  be  a  payroll  check  but  was  notated  "renovation-petty  cash  account." 

C.  Execution  and  Authorization  of  Checks 

During  the  Internal  controls  survey,  the  Executive  Director  and  the  Controller  were 
asked  a  series  of  questions  pertaining  to  safeguards  and  procedures  when  authorizing 
checks.  The  Vice  President/Executive  Director  of  the  corporation  has  authority  to 
approve  and  execute  all  checks  under  $5,000.  For  checks  that  exceed  $5,000,  the 
signatures  of  the  Executive  Director  and  the  Treasurer  are  required;  however,  we  were 
Informed  that  the  Treasurer's  signature  is  on  a  plate  that  Is  controlled  and  used  by 
the  Executive  Director.  The  Internal  control  on  expenditures  over  $5,000  was,  in 
reality,  non-existent.  Furthermore,  we  found  that  the  Executive  Director  alone,  and 
contrary  to  policy,  often  signed  checks  that  were  in  excess  of  $5,000.  Three 
randomly  selected  examples  were  check  1629  for  $6,000,  number  1633  for  $25,420,  and 
check  number  95  for  $9,225.  Additionally,  the  Executive  Director  s'gns  checks 
payable  to  herself  and  this  includes  non-payroll  checks  such  as  number  110  for 
$1,014.12. 

D.  Financial  Oversight 

The  position  description  of  the  Executive  Director  gives  that  individual  the 
responsibility  for  oversight  of  the  financial  accounting  and  procurement.  During  the 
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on-site  review,  and  following  the  completion  of  the  internal  control  survey,  the 
Executive  Director  Indicated  a  lack  of  knowledge  concerning  matters  related  to 
financial  management  and  would  frequently  refer  us  to  Unfoldment's  independent 
accountant.  For  example,  during  an  entrance  meeting  on  January  7,  1993,  she 
expressed  a  lack  of  knowledge  in  response  to  our  inquiry  about  the  receipt  and 
expenditure  of  a  Office  of  Business  and  Economic  Development  loan  of  $194,000. 
Similarly,  OIG  requested  documentation  on  two  (2)  property  purchases,  one  for  546 
Newcomb  Street,  S.E.  and  another  for  3825  South  Capitol  Street,  S.W.  For  weeks  we 
were  told  that  the  Newcomb  Street  paperwork  was  being  held  by  a  former  Unfoldment 
attorney.  The  documents  were  never  made  available  by  Unfoldment;  nor  was  the  sales 
contract  for  3825  South  Capitol  Street. 

3.  Financial  Accountability 

Unfoldment  had  no  year  end  audits  for  FY  1991  or  1992;  and  no  annual  financial 
report.  This  is  despite  the  fact  that  the  budget  provided  $3,750  for  1991  and  again 
during  1992  for  an  audit. 

4.  Personnel  Management 

A.   Employee  Records 

We  found  little  adherence  to  Unfoldment's  Personnel  Policies  and  Procedures  as 
stipulated  in  their  manual.  Section  19.1  of  that  guide  indicates  that  "a 
confidential  personnel  folder  will  be  maintained  for  each  employee.  The  record 
should  contain  pre-employment  history,  data  and  record  of  the  employees  relationship 
with  Unfoldment."  The  manual  further  states  that,  "the  personnel  folder  will  be  kept 
accurate  and  shall  include  all  materials  relating  to  employment  data  including 
application,  references,  school  transcripts,  previous  employment. .  .and  annual  special 
performance  and  evaljations  reports."  We  were  provided  folders  that  contained  no 
applications;  little  or  no  employment  history;  and  no  references  or  school 
transcripts.  We  failed  to  find  one  folder  that  contained  a  performance  evaluation. 
Some  folders  that  were  requested,  Including  that  of  the  Executive  Director  and  Vice 
President,  were  never  furnished  to  us. 
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B.   Frequent  Turnover  of  Key  Personnel 

We  found  a  record  of  considerable  turnover  in  personnel  and  consultants  responsible 
for  financial  related  functions.  During  the  past  two  (2)  years,  Unfoldment  has  had 
three  (3)  individuals  acting  as  Controller,  the  last  two  remaining  for  only  months. 
For  most  of  1991,  they  had  a  bookkeeper  on  staff  but  following  his  resignation  failed 
to  replace  him;  during  1991  they  contracted  with  one  accounting  firm;  and  then, 
during  fiscal  year  1992,  another  firm  was  hired.  At  the  time  of  our  review  of 
Unfoldment,  the  new  Controller  had  not  been  hired  and  Unfoldment  had  to  rely  upon  the 
services  of  the  CPA  consultant  because  no  employee  could  operate  the  ADP  system. 

5.   Lack  of  Compliance  with  Internal  Revenue  Service  Regulations 

We  found  that  Unfoldment  engaged  in  the  improper  procedure  of  failing  to  withhold 
income  taxes  and  social  security  from  certain  employees.  We  additionally  found  that 
certain  W-2's  made  available  to  us  contained  no  tax  deductions;  and  that  some 
employees  received  a  1099  for  some  salaries  and  a  W-2  for  other  portions  of  their 
earnings.  This  practice  violates  Internal  Revenue  Service  regulations.  As  an 
example,  the  Executive  Director,  who  is  listed  as  a  regular  staff  person  in 
Unfoldment's  personnel  manual,  received  a  1099;  as  did  the  President  of  Unfoldment. 

Internal  Revenue  requires  that  all  employees  have  taxes  deducted  from  their  wages  and 
W-2's  issued  by  their  employers.  Employees  are  defined  by  the  Common  Law  Factors  set 
forth  in  the  IRS  Manual,  pages  4600-61  (5-6-86).  Generally,  the  factors  define  an 
employee  as  such  If  the  person  for  whom  he  or  she  works  has  the  right  to  direct  and 
control  him  in  the  way  he  or  she  works  both  as  to  the  final  results  and  as  to  the 
details  of  when,  where,  and  how  the  work  is  to  be  done.  The  employer  need  not 
exercise  control.  It  is  sufficient  le  has  the  right  to  do  so.  The  Common  Law 
Factors  are  explicitly  defined  and  1i elude  set  hours  of  work,  doing  work  on  the 
employer's  premises,  order  or  sequence  set,  oral  or  written  reports;  payment  by  hour, 
week  or  month,  etc.  In  addition,  the  Personnel  Policies  and  Procedures  Manual  of 
Unfoldment  lists  responsibilities  of  certain  "Staff  Positions"  that  include  the 
Executive  Director,  among  others. 

Failure  to  deduct  taxes  as  required  subjects  Unfoldment  to  fines  and  penalties  levied 
by  the  Internal  Revenue  Services. 
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DISALLOWABLE  EXPENDITURES 

1.   Dlsallowable  Expenditures  for  Acquisition  and  Improvement  of  Property 

Unfoldment's  property  acquisition  includes  the  corporation's  administrative 
headquarters  located  at  3825  South  Capitol  Street,  S.W.,  identified  as  lot  825  and 
square  6129  in  the  subdivision  of  Congress  Heights,  formerly  described  as  lots 
thirty-five  (35),  forty-seven  (47)  and  sixty-nine  (69)  in  Parcel  244;  and  546  Newcomb 
Street,  S.E.,  used  as  a  rooming  house  to  accommodate  ex-inmates  from  the  Lorton 
Correctional  Facility,  identified  by  the  Office  of  the  Recorder  of  Deeds  as  being 
located  on  lot  904,  square  5984. 

Subsequent  to  acquiring  the  property  at  South  Capitol  Street,  S.W.,  Unfoldment 
renovated  the  main  structure  by  constructing  an  addition,  generally  used  as  the 
office  of  the  Vice  President/Executive  Director  of  Unfoldment.  Labor  for  the 
renovation,  we  were  Informed,  was  provided  by  Lorton  Inmates  participating  In  the 
Unfoldment  therapeutic  drug  treatment  program.  In  addition,  the  attic  within  the 
house  serving  as  Unfoldment's  administrative  headquarters  has  been  converted  into 
living  quarters;  and  the  garage  on  the  property  has  been  converted  into  a  small 
cottage. 

The  property  at  3825  South  Capitol  Street,  S.W.  was  purchased  by  Unfoldment  for 
$250,000  in  June  of  1988  with  the  primary  source  of  funding  furnished  by  OBEO. 

The  first  trust  for  the  Newcomb  Street  property  is  financed  by  the  Sovran  Bank,  loan 
140040. 

The  Newcomb  Street  property  was  converted  into  a  roomint;  house  for  ex-Inmates  from 
the  Lorton  Correctional  Facility;  it  is  referred  to  by  Unfoldment  as  "Oxford  House." 
Residents  are  charged  $200  per  month,  but  many  of  them  c  innot  meet  the  payments  and 
are  subsidized  by  Unfoldment.  The  conversion  of  the  property  is  in  violation  of  D.C. 
Law  6-10,  Section  2515(4)  that  forbids  conversion  of  any  housing  accommodation  Into 
rooming  houses,  inns  or  hotels. 
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Unfoldment  negotiated  and  received  a  renovation  loan  from  the  Industrial  Bank  of 
Washington,  Loan  94199;  maturity  date  of  2/27/95;  monthly  payments  of  $730.54.  We 
found  that  some  payments  were  fully  paid  from  Lorton  grant  funds.  Other  payments 
were  charged  to  the  Lorton  grant  funds  (70%)  and  to  funds  that  Unfoldment  received 
from  the  Department  of  Human  Services  (30%). 

District  of  Columbia  funds  in  the  amount  of  $13,792.65  during  FY  1991  and  $12,829.34 
during  FY  1992  (See  Appendix  I)  were  improperly  expended  for  the  acquisition  and 
Improvement  of  property: 

a.  The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  Unfoldment  and  the  DOC  does  not  call  for 
aftercare  residential  facilities.  The  agreement  does  include  establishment  of 
an  "aftercare  component."  We  feel  that  this  clearly  applies  to 
social/psychological  support  as  evidenced  by  the  example  provided  when  defining 

•  the  objective. 

b.  The  approved  budget  does  not  provide  for  the  acquisition  or  renovation  of 
property.  Had  the  scope  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  intended  that  an 
aftercare  housing  facility  be  included  in  the  program,  then  certainly  the  budget 
would  have  reflected  this  sizable  component. 

c.  During  an  OIG  interview  on  November  4,  1992  with  Mr.  Virgil  Hawkins,  Chief  of 
the  Special  Needs  Programs  at  Lorton,  he  opined  that  an  aftercare  housing 
facility  was  not  a  component  of  Unfoldment's  scope  of  work. 

d.  The  inclusion  of  an  "aftercare  component,"  even  a  non-residential  program, 
violated  the  "Department  of  Corrections  Grant  Award  Authorization  Emergency  Act 
of  1990"  that  appropriated  $600,000  for  a  grant  to  operate  a  residential 
therapeutic  drug  treatmen"  program  at  Lorton.  Section  2  of  the  Act  awards  the 
grant  "out  of  the  Department's  appropriations"  and  specifies  the  purpose: 
"$600,000  for  a  substance  abuse  program  covering  60  men  who  are  within  five 
years  of  parole  eligibility  and  uses  a  residential  therapeutic  drug  treatment 
modality. . ." 
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The  Act  makes  no  reference  to  an  aftercare  component  and  Inclusion  of  an 
aftercare  component  was  not  within  the  parameters  of  the  City  Council's  wishes. 

e.  OHB  Circular  A-122,  "Cost  Principles  for  Nonprofit  Organizations,"  states  that 
capital  expenditures  for  land  or  buildings  are  unallowable  as  a  direct  cost 
except  with  prior  approval  of  the  awarding  agency;  and  capital  expenditures  for 
Improvements  to  land,  buildings  or  equipment  which  materially  Increase  their 
value  or  useful  life  are  unallowable  as  a  direct  cost  except  with  the  prior 
approval  of  the  awarding  agency;  and  equipment  and  other  capitol  expenditures 
are  unallowable  as  Indirect  costs.  (0MB  Circular  A-122,  13(c)(d)(e)). 

We  found  no  written  approval  to  use  DOC  funds  for  the  acquisition,  renovation 
of  Improvement  of  property  as  Is  required  under  Attachment  B  to  0MB  Circular  A- 
122. 

2.   Other  Disallowed  Expenditures 

A.   Food  and  Beverages 

Our  review  found  expenditures  of  $445.71  for  fiscal  year  1991  and  $930.28  for  fiscal 
year  1992  for  food  and  beverages. 

The  cost  of  food  when  participating  in  professional  meetings  and  conferences 
sponsored  by  others  Is  allowed  (0MB  Circular  A-122,  A);  but  this  was  a  private 
activity  of  Unfoldment  and  the  cost  for  food  is  not  allowed.  The  costs  of  amusement, 
diversion,  social  activities,  ceremonials  and  costs  relating  thereto,  such  as  meals, 
are  unallowable  (OHB  Circular  A-122,  Paragraph  12). 

If  documentation  was  available  to  show  how  such  costs  were  expended  in  accordance 
with  the  organizations  established  practice  or  custom  for  the  improvement  of  working 
conditions,  employer-employee  relations,  employei;  morale,  and  employee  performance, 
such  costs  would  be  allowable  if  equitably  apportioned  to  all  activities  of  the 
organization  (OMB  Circular  A-122,  Paragraph^  11).  In  addition  to  having  no 
documentation  concerning  these  activities,  costs  were  not  apportioned  equitably  among 
all  Unfoldment  activities. 
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Additionally,  the  expenses  are  totally  unrelated  to  program  operations  and  the 
expenditures  are  not  for  costs  that  can  be  construed  as  a  type  necessary  for  the 
program  or  the  organization  operation  (0MB  Circular  A-122,  Attachment  A). 

B.  Flowers  and  Gift  Baskets 

Our  review  disclosed  that  Lorton  funds  were  expended  for  gifts  in  the  form  of 
flowers,  dish  gardens  and  fruit  baskets.  For  fiscal  year  1991,  these  expenditures 
totaled  $310.30  and  $407.02  during  fiscal  year  1992. 

These  costs  are  not  allowed  because  the  purchases  bear  no  function  to  operation  of 
the  program  or  organization  (0M8  Circular  A-122,  Attachment  A). 

C.  Health  Club  Membership 

Our  review  found  expenditures  of  District  of  Columbia  funds  from  the  Lorton  grant  to 
defray  membership  costs  in  a  health  club.  For  fiscal  year  1991,  this  amounted  to 
$3,150.00  and  during  fiscal  year  1992,  $5,549.00. 

The  approved  budget  submitted  by  Unfoldment  Includes  no  line  item  for  employee 
membership  In  a  health  club.  Fringe  benefits  in  the  budget  are  specified  and  do  not 
include  allowance  for  such  membership. 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  Unfoldment  and  the  DOC  does  not  allow  for 
arbitrary  creation  of  new  line  items  of  expenditure. 

These  particular  expenditures  are  nonallowable  because  they  relate  in  no  way  to 
program  operation  and  the  expenditure  is  not  for  a  cost  that  can  te  construed  as  a 
type  necessary  for  the  programs  operation  or  the  operation  of  the  organization.  Not 
having  met  this  criteria  of  0MB  Circular  A-122  A(a),  the  cost  should  be  disallowed. 

D.  Advertising,  Printing 

Our  review  found  expenditures  of  $225.00  was  for  a  quarter  page  advertisement  for 
"East  of  the  River  Day"  during  fiscal  year  1991. 
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Costs  for  advertising  as  such  are  not  allowable.  The  only  allowable  advertisement 
1$  for  recruitment  of  personnel,  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services,  or  the 
disposal  of  surplus  goods  (0MB  Circular  A-122,  Attachment  B,  Paragraph  1(a)). 

Unfoldment  expended  $1,201.50  of  Lorton  funds  for  printing  services  during  fiscal 
year  1991. 

0MB  Circular  A-122,  Paragraph  37(c),  states  that  publication  and  printing  costs  are 
unallowable  as  direct  costs.  They  may  be  allocated  as  Indirect  costs  to  all 
benefiting  activities  If  the  cost  Is  not  identifiable  with  a  particular  cost 
objective. 

E.  Charitable  Contribution 

A  contribution  of  $10.00  to  a  charitable  organization  during  fiscal  year  1991  is  not 
allowable  pursuant  to  0MB  Circular  A-122,   Paragraph  B. 

F.  Animal  Clinic 

We  found  an  expenditure  of  S65.00  for  services  to  an  animal  clinic  during  fiscal  year 
1992. 

This  cost  bears  no  relationship  to  the  program  or  to  the  operation  of  the  program. 

G.  Fines  and  Penalties 

Our  review  found  expenditures  of  $781.78  of  Lorton  funds  for  payment  of  fines  and 
penalties  resulting  from  violations  of  vehicular  and  other  laws/regulations  during 
fiscal  year  1992. 

Costs  of  fines  and  penalties  resulting  from  violations  of  Federal,  state  and  local 
laws  and  regjlations  are  unallowable  (0MB  Circular  A-122,  Paragraph  14). 
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H.   Seasonal  Greeting  Cards 

Our  review  disclosed  expenditure  of  Lorton  funds  for  seasonal  greeting  cards.  This 
amounted  to  $304.88  during  fiscal  year  1992. 

Such  expenditures  are  unnecessary  for  the  operation  of  the  program  or  the 
organization.   (0MB  Circular  A-122,  Attachment  B,  Paragraph  23). 

I.   Utilities  for  Wade  Road 

The  Wade  Road  property  is  operated  by  Unfoldment  as  a  youth  care  center  operated  for 
the  Department  of  Human  Services. 

The  expenditure  of  $432.19  from  the  Lorton  funds  should  not  be  borne  by  the  DOC. 

QUESTIONED  COSTS 

1 .  Lack  of  Adequate  Documentation 

We  found  that  during  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992,  Unfoldment  made  a  number  of 
expenditures  for  which  Unfoldment  could  produce  no  documentation  that  sufficiently 
explains  or  justifies  the  expenditure: 

FY  1991     $23,986.54 
FY  1992     $31,628.69 

A  detailed  schedule  of  the  above  questioned  costs  are  contained  in  the  appendix  2  to 
this  report. 

2.  Administrative  Costs 


The  approved  DOC  budget  for  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  included  a  fixed  amount  for 
"Administration."  In  their  contract  with  the  Department  of  Human  Services  (DHS),  a 
dollar  amount  is  budgeted  for  "overhead."  The  ratio  of  administrative  costs  or 
overhead  to  direct  costs  in  each  budget  differs  significantly.  For  example,  in  the 
DOC  budget,  $73,150  is  budgeted  for  administrative  costs  which  represents  12.19%  of 
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the  annual  budget  of  $600,000.  In  addition,  a  number  of  budgeted  items  for  direct 
costs,  including  some  salaries  such  as  that  of  the  Executive  Director,  should  be  an 
indirect  cost  lacking  sufficient  documentation  to  the  contrary.  In  the  DHS  contract, 
$35,612  are  budgeted  for  indirect  costs/overhead  and  this  represents  approximately 
18.94X  of  the  $188,000  budget. 

An  indirect  cost  for  a  corporation  should  not  differ  for  different  operations  of  the 
same  organization.  The  rate  of  overhead  for  the  DOC  Program  and  the  DHS  program 
should  be  the  same. 

The  DOC  was  remiss  in  accepting  an  ambiguous  budget  with  an  undocumented  $73,000 
budgeted  for  administrative  costs;  and  for  not  monitoring  to  assure  costs  that  were 
directly  charged  to  the  Lorton  program  should  have  been. 

We  have  itemized  all  expenditures  during  FY  1991  and  1992  that  we  deem  to  be  indirect 
costs.  Consequently,  we  are  questioning  $135,889.56  for  fiscal  year  1991  and 
$166,412.65  during  1992. 

A  schedule  of  these  costs  is  contained  in  Appendix  3  of  this  report. 
3.   Unknown  Source  of  Funding 

Our  limited  review  documented  certain  financial  obligations  of  Unfoldment  for  which 
we  could  not  ascertain  the  source  of  funding. 

Because  better  than  90X  of  'Jnfoldment's  revenues  were  derived  from  District  of 
Columbia  funds,  there  is  justification  for  our  concern  that  D.C.  funds  were 
improperly  used  to  defray  th>se  costs  of  $25,979.00  during  fiscal  year  1991  and 
$15,564.61  during  fiscal  year  1992. 

A  schedule  of  these  expenditures  is  contained  in  Appendix  4  to  this  report. 
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USE  ALLOWANCE 

The  recoTOiiendatlons  in  this  limited  review  include  disallowance  of  expenditures  for 
the  acquisition  of  property.  We  do  acknowledge,  however,  that  Unfoldment  is  entitled 
to  some  allowance  for  the  cost  of  administrative  facilities. 

Compensation  for  the  use  of  buildings,  other  capital  improvements,  and  equipment  may 
be  made  through  use  allowance.  The  computation  of  use  allowance  must  exclude  the 
cost  of  land.  The  use  allowance  for  buildings  and  improvement  (including  parking 
areas,  fencing  and  sidewalks)  shall  be  computed  at  an  annual  rate  not  exceeding  two 
percent  of  acquisition  cost. 

Unfoldment  is  allowed  a  use  allowance  of  not  more  than  two  percent  of  the  acquisition 
price  of  3825  South  Capitol  Street,  S.W.  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992,  less 
the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  acquisition,  less  the  value  of  the  adjacent 
residential  cottage,  and  less  the  value  of  the  attic  living  quarters. 

The  purchase  price  of  3825  South  Capitol  Street,  S.W.  was  $250,000.  Unfoldment  will 
be  allowed  two  percent  of  this  amount  after  adjustment  for  land  value  and  portions 
of  the  property  not  pertinent  to  the  program. 

Authority  for  this  use  allowance  is  0MB  Circular  A-122,  9-Depreciation  and  Use 
Allowances. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  DOC  monitor  the  financial  documentation  pertaining  to  the 
expenditure  of  funds  by  contractors  and  grantees  and  determine  that  funds  are 
expended  and  solely  for  the  intended  program(s).  Such  monitoring  should  include 
frequent  on-site  reviews  of  grantees'  and  contractors'  record  keeping  systems. 

The  DOC  should  be  aware  of  the  professional  or  technical  background  and  competency 
of  the  grantee's  or  contractor's  staff.  When  -.onsidering  a  prospective  contractor 
or  grantee,  the  DOC  should  review  the  backgrjund  of  employees  of  the  potential 
awardee  and  the  firms  stability  pursuant  to  maintaining  key  personnel. 
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The  DOC  should  monitor  the  grantee  to  be  certain  that  reimbursed  fringe  benefits  are 
paid  and  that  required  taxes  are  paid  to  the  appropriate  taxing  authority. 

The  DOC  should  require  Unfoldment  to  produce  documentation  to  clearly  demonstrate 
that  other  than  District  of  Columbia  funds  were  used  for  loan  payments  to  OBED  and 
for  the  closing  costs  of  546  Newcomb  Street,  S.E.  (Appendix  4).  This  amounts  to 
$25,979  for  fiscal  year  1991  and  $15,564.61  for  1992.  In  the  event  that  insufficient 
or  no  documentation  is  furnished  within  three  months  of  this  report,  Unfoldment  will 
be  required  to  reimburse  such  funds  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Treasurer. 

OIG  recommends  that  the  DOC  seek  to  recover  funds  expended  by  Unfoldment  for  the 
acquisition  or  renovation  of  property;  for  fiscal  year  1991,  $13,792.65,  and  for 
fiscal  year  1992,  $12,829.34.  Additionally,  that  the  DOC  should  recover  $10,342.57 
in  disallowed  1991  expenditures  for  other  than  the  acquisitions  and  improvement  of 
property;  and  $8,481.15  for  similar  1992  expenditures.  A  detailed  schedule  of  the 
aforementioned  expenditures  is  contained  in  the  appendix  of  this  report. 

Within  three  (3)  months  of  their  receipt  of  this  report  Unfoldment  may  submit  to  the 
DOC  documentation  to  fully  support  a  use  allowance.  Such  an  allowance  will  partially 
offset  expenditures  we  have  disallowed  for  property  acquisition  and  improvement. 

We  recommend  that  the  DOC  require  Unfoldment  to  submit  to  DOC,  no  later  than  three 
months  from  Unfoldment  receipt  of  this  report,  sufficient  documentation  to  explain 
the  nature  of  questioned  costs.  The  DOC  should  review  the  documentation  and 
determine  whether  the  expenditures  are  allowable  pursuant  to  those  authorities  we 
have  cited  in  this  report.  The  DOC  subject  to  review  by  OIG,  shall  disallow  all 
questioned  expenditures  for  which  inadequate  documentation  is  submitted  or  that  fails 
to  meet  the  criteria  for  an  allowable  cost.  All  costs  not  .illowed  by  the  DOC  shall 
be  reimbursed  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  District  of  Columbia  by  Unfoldment. 

We  recommend  that  the  DOC  require  Unfoldment  to  submit  a  Cost  Allocation  Plan  based 
on  actual  cost  for  FY  1991  and  FY  1992,  adhering  to  OMB  Circular  A-122  and  0MB 
Ci.-cular  A-87.  When  submitted,  it  should  be  accompanied  by: 
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—  A  detailed  description  of  all  programs  and  services  provided  by  Unfoldment 
(1991  and  1992). 

~  The  most  recent  audited  organization-wide  financial  statement. 

—  An  organization-wide  budget  and  personnel  summary  for  FY  1991  and  FY  1992. 
~  An  organization-wide  revenue  sources  summary. 

~  A  revised  schedule  of  cost  based  on  actual  expenditure  of  city  funds  during 
FY  1991  and  FY  1992. 

—  In  preparing  the  Cost  Allocation  Plan  and  the  Indirect  Cost  Rate  Proposal, 
Unfoldment  should  adhere  to  0MB  Circular  A-122  and  0MB  Circular  A-87. 

We  recommend  that  DOC  advise  Unfoldment  to  obtain  the  services  of  a  Certified  Public 
Accountant  in  preparing  the  Cost  Allocation  Plan  and  an  Indirect  Cost  Rate  Proposal. 

RESPONSES  TO  REPORT 

Response  from  Unfoldment.  Inc. 

In  Unfoldment's  response  of  December  10,  1993,  the  organizations  Executive  Director, 
expressed  disagreement  with  the  OIG  findings  and  requested  that  the  report  be 
withdrawn.  Their,  "conclusion"  prepared  by  an  independent  auditor  is  of  particular 
concern  in  that  it  contends  that,  "there  Is  no  specific  funding  for  any  costs,"  and 
that  Unfoldment  was  authorized  to  spend  Department  of  Correction  grant  funds 
basically,  at  the  discretion  of  Unfoldment's  management. 

Response  from  the  Department  of  Corrections 

The  response  for  the  Agency  was  received  on  March  28,  1994,  They  generally  corcur 
with  the  OIG  findings  ind  will  Implement  all  016  recommendations  upon  receipt  of  the 
final  report.   Additionally,  the  Department  has  specified  recently  Implemented 
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monltorlng  procedures  that  should  eliminate  the  problems  encountered  with  the 
Unfoldment  Therapeutic  Drug  Treatment  Program. 

The  Department  of  Corrections  has  also  requested  that  the  report  incorporate  the  then 
Director's  Hay  18,  1993,  response  to  the  OIG  report  on  the  Monitoring  of  the 
Unfoldment  program,  "In  order  to  give  full  consideration  to  the  efforts  made  by  the 
Department  to  monitor  the  Unfoldment  program." 
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Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 

Suite  N-20} 

l«JJ  Vcrmonl  Axnuc.  N  W 

Wakhiniion.  DC  20001 

OfTict  of  the  Oirtctor 

MAY  18 1933 

Mr.  Samuel  McClendon,  Esquire 
Inspector  General 
415  12th  Street,  N.W.,  Room  804 
Washington,  D.C.   20004 

Dear  Mr.  McClendon: 

He  have  reviewed  your  report,  "Monitoring  and  Administration  of 
the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  Between  Unfoldment,  Inc.  and  the 
Department  of  Corrections  During  Fiscal  Years  1991  and  1992." 
We  appreciate  your  quick  and  thorough  response  to  our  request  for 
a  management  and  financial  audit  of  the  Unfoldment  program  emd 
have  taken  your  concerns  and  recommendations  under  careful 
consideration.   We  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  respond 
in  detail  to  the  report's  findings  and  clarify  some  of  the  issues 
raised. 

Grant/Contract  Awards 

On  page  one  of  the  report  you  indicate  tl.at  "the  Council  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  approved  the  Department  of  Corrections  Grant 
Award  Authorization  Emergency  Act  of  1990  and  the  Department  of 
Corrections  Grant  Award  Authorization  Temporary  Act  of  1990" 
pursuant  to  which  they  "directed  the  Department  of  Corrections  to 
make  a  $600,000  grant  award  to  Unfoldment,  Inc."   However,  on 
page  six  of  the  report  you  state  that  you  could  "find  no  tangible 
justification  for  awarding  Unfoldment  a  $600,000  grant  for  fiscal 
year  1991  and  even  less  justification  for  renewing  the  grant  in 
1992  and  for  two  (2)  months  of  1993." 

As  previously  acknowledged  by  you,  the  fiscal  year  1991  grant  to 
Unfoldment,  Inc.  was  made  at  the  express  written  direction  of  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia.   Enclosed  for  your  review 
are  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary's  FY  1991  Budget  Report,  the 
Department  of  Corrections'  request  for  a  legal  opinion  on  the 
Department's  authority  to  award  grants  and  Corporation  Counsel's 
response  to  that  request,  a  Notice  of  Intent  to  Introduce 
Emergency  Legislation  froa  the  then  Chairperson  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee,  the  emergency  legislation  authorizing  the  FY  1991 
grant  award  to  Unfoldment.  Inc.,  and  the  Judiciary  Committee 
FY  1992  Budget  Report  dirocting  the  Department  to  continue 
funding  to  Unfoldment,  Inc.  in  FY  1992.   As  those  documents 
clearly  indicate,  the  Department  of  Corrections  was  given  no 
latitude  or  authority  to  either  initiate  a  competitive  bid 
process  or  to  award  the  substance  abuse  services  contract 


DC'1.009 


413 


-2- 

to  any  provider  other  than  Unfoldment,  Inc.  in  fiscal  years 
"1991  iand  1992.   The  Council's  rationale  for  awarding  the 
contract  to  Unfoldment  in  those  years  is  articulated  in  the 
September  20,  1990  Notice  of  Intent  to  Introduce  Emergency 
Legislation  and  the  FY  1992  Budget  Report,  respectively. 

The  pepartment's  temporary  authorization  to  award  grants  expired 
on  September  30,  1992.   In  order  to  ensure  that  substance  abuse 
services  would  continue,  we  contacted  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  (DAS)  early  in  fiscal  year  1992  to 
request  their  assistance  in  obtaining  residential  substance  abuse 
treatment  services  through  the  normal  competitive  procurement 
process.   DAS  responded  to  our  request  and  issued  a  Request  for 
Proposals  for  the  provision  of  substance  abuse  services  at  the 
Central  and  Minimum  Security  Facilities.   Several  vendors, 
including  Unfoldment,  Inc.,  submitted  proposals. 

In  August  1992,  it  became  clear  that  the  competitive  one-year 
contract  would  not  be  awarded  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1992. 
In  order  to  continue  providing  substance  abuse  services  to  the 
client  population,  the  Department  requested  that  DAS  issue  a 
•60-day  emergency  sole  source  contract  with  Unfoldment,  Inc.  for 
the  period  October  1,  1992  through  November  29,  1992.   By  the  end 
-of  that  period,  a  contract  had  still  not  been  awarded  and  the 
Department  of  Administrative  Services  entered  into  a  3  0-day  sole 
source  contract  with  Unfoldment,  Inc.  to  continue  providing 
services  until  contract  negotiations  were  concluded.   That 
extension  expired  on  December  29,  1992  and  a  competitive  contract 
was  awarded  to  the  A.L.  Nellums  organization  on 
December  30,  1992. 

Contract  Monitoring 

Contrary  to  the  audit  report,  the  Department  did  have  in  place  an 
appropriate  organizational  order  setting  forth  conditions  under 
which  contracts  and  agreements  would  be  administered.   Department 
Order  2420.1,  "Monitoring  and  Evaluating  Major  Contracts,"  dated 
October  9,  1990,  provides  that  the  Contract  Administrator  shall: 

1)  Review  all  invoices  received  from  contractors  to  verify 
that  the  invoices  are  correct  and  that  the  services 
have  been  provided; 

2)  Examine  contractor's  files  and  records  associated  with 
the  delivery  of  contract  services; 

3)  Meet  regularly  with  contractor's  providing  services  to 
the  agency.   The  Contract  Adninistrator  shall  meet  with 
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contractors  at  least  once  per  quarter  during  the  fiscal 
year.  Any  problems,  concerns,  or  other  relevant  issues 
shall  be  addressed  during  these  meetings; 

4)  Ensure  that  contractors  are  providing  services  as 
required  by  the  contractual  agreement  and  within  the 
agreed  upon  cost  and  timetables; 

5)  Ensure  that  the  quality  of  services  conforms  to  any 
applicable  professional  standards,  e.g.,  American 
Correctional  Association,  American  Medical  Association 
etc.,  as  required  by  the  contract  agreement; 

6)  Conduct  regular  site  visits  to  observe  and  examine  the 
services  that  contractors  provide  to  the  agency,   in 
addition,  the  Contract  Administrator  shall  interview 
the  recipients  of  contract  services  to  determine  the 
level  of  customer  satisfaction  and  services.   A  minimum 
of  one  site  visit  per  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  is 
required; 

7)  Maintain  regular  contact  with  the  Accounting  Office  and 
Office  of  Procurement  and  Property  Management  to 

•  .        facilitate  payment  for  services,  and  to  resolve  any 

other  administrative  concerns  relative  to  the  contract; 

8)  Not  later  than  ten  (10)  days  following  the  close  of 
each  quarter,  submit  a  report,  entitled  "Contract 
Performance  Evaluation"  to  the  Associate  Director  of 
Administration  detailing  the  progress  and  problems 
associated  with  major  contracts. 

Based  on  the  requirements  of  Department  Order  2420.1,  the 
Department's  Office  of  Special  Needs  developed  the  "D.C. 
Department  of  Corrections  Contract  Compliance  Review  Guide  "  as  a 
review  instrument  for  evaluating  the  quality  of  services  provided 
to  the  Department  through  contractual  agreements.   That  document 
was  completed  in  January  1991. 

As  indicated  above,  the  Department  was  directed  by  the  Council 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  to  renew  the  grant  to  Unfoldment,  Inc. 
for  fiscal  year  1992.   Based  on  our  own  concerns  over 
Unfoldment's  performance  in  meeting  contractual  requij-ements  we 
initiated  an  audit  in  April  1992  using  our  own  "Contr£ct 
Compliance  Review  Guide"  as  the  review  instrument. 

The  Department's  review  of  the  Unfoldment  Program  was  completed 
in  September  1992  and  included  both  a  financial  and  a  program 
review.   Like  you,  we  found  that  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
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lacked  sufficient  detail  to  spell  out  the  expectations  of  the 
contractor.   Missing  details  included  a  description  of  the  method 
to  be  used  in  delivering  services,  specific  tine  frames  for  the 
delivery  of  services,  criteria  for  the  selection  of  qualified 
staff,  written  procedures  for  acceptance  into  and  removal  of 
participants  from  the  program,  and  procedures  to  ensure  that 
funds  were  expended  in  accordance  with  District  policy. 

He  also  found  that  although  the  program  appeared  to  represent  a 
meaningful  activity  for  the  residents,  case  documentation  to 
evaluate  residents'  progress  from  one  level  to  another  was  not 
available  and  that  guidelines  governing  case  documentation  had 
not  been  established.   Deficiencies  in  the  level  of  qualified 
staff  maintained  by  the  program  and  in  the  documentation 
supporting  some  financial  transactions  were  also  identified.  ■ 

Prior  to  Unfoldment,  the  Department  had  no  experience  in  either 
awarding  or  administering  grants.   This  lack  of  experience,  and 
the  absence  of  control  over  the  selection  of  the  grantee  both 
contributed  to  deficiencies  in  our  monitoring  of  the  Unfoldment 
grants.   We  have  since  established  a  contract  monitoring  system 
for  the  new  substance  abuse  contractor  which  addresses  each  of 
the  recommendations  made  in  our  September  1992  review  of  the 
Vnfoldment  program  as  well  as  the  findings  of  your  March  31,  1993 
draft  report  on  the  monitoring  and  administration  of  the  FY  1991 
and  FY  1992  Unfoldment  contracts.   Because  our  current  contract 
with  the  A.L.  Nelluis  organization  was  competitively  bid  and 
based  on  a  scope  of  work  developed  by  the  Department,  rather  than 
being  legislatively  awarded,  we  are  confident  that  our  experience 
with  Unfoldment  will  not  be  repeated. 

We  thank  you  for  your  input  and  criticisms  and  for  the 
opportunity  to  respond. 


Sincerely, 

Tialter  B.    Ridley 
Director 
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REVIEV  OF  THE 

PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  RECREATION  AND  PARKS 

016  No.  9413-03        March  16,  1994 


THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED 
FOR  OFFICIAL  PURPOSES  ONLY 

AND  MAY  NOT  BE  RELEASED 
MITHOUT  THE  PRIOR  APPROVAL 
OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  HcClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 


orricc  OF  tmc  ins^ccton  ccncmal 


41ft  12TN  STNCET    N  W     MM    tOA 
WASHINGTON     DC        20O04 


To  the  Mayor: 


OIG  No.  9413-03 


This  Is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks."  The  review  was 
wade  in  accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of 
1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational 
audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  this  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracting 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  were  being  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  in  an  efficient 
and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for  improving  compliance 
with  District  procurement  regulations  relative  to:  sole  source  procurement  and 
publicizing  contract  actions.  There  is  also  a  recommendation  for  Improving  the 
Internal  control  structure. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  agency's  response  to  a  draft  of  this  report  setting 
forth  corrective  actions  they  have  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  In  this 
report.  The  corrective  actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed 
Improvements. 


Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  the  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Director, 
Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks;  and  the  Director  of  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 


Attachment 
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REVIEW  OF  PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  RECREATION  AND  PARKS 


GIG  No.  9413-03 


INTRODUCTION 


The  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG)  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks.  The  audit 
was  performed  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of 
1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  to  annually 
conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to 
the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
seg.,  1986  supp.)  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees 
of  the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  lD5(b)(l)  of 
the  Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

The  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 

The  Department  of  Recreation  was  created  by  Public  Law  77-534,  to  provide  a  year 
round  comprehensive  program  of  recreation  and  culture  for  leisure  and  creative 
activities  for  residents  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  "Division  of  Park  Services 
Act  of  1988",  D.C.  Law  7-209,  effective  March  16,  1989  (D.C.  Code  8-166),  transferred 
jurisdiction  over  certain  District  of  Columbia  parks  from  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  to  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  renamed  the  Department  of  Recreation  the 
Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks. 
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Section  108  of  Mayor's  Order  90-178,  dated  November  19,  1990,  delegates  to  the 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  (DORP)  authority  tocontract  with 
respect  to  (1)  contracts  with  Neighborhood  Planning  Councils  and  other  community 
organizations  to  operate,  assist  or  facilitate  youth  programs  pursuant  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  Youth  Services  Act  of  1976,  D.C.  Law  1-93,  D.C.  Code  Sections 
1-2601  to  1-2611  (1987),  not  the  exceed  $25,000  for  each  contract;  and,  (2)  the 
maintenance  of  and  capital  improvements  to  District  property  and  facilities  under  the 
exclusive  control  of  DORP,  not  to  exceed_S75J^Qfl^  for  each  contract.  Section  115(a) 
of  the  Order  authorizes  the  Director  of  DORP  to  place  orders  directly  under  federal 
supply  contracts  for  goods  and  services  up  to  $25,000. 

Section  1801.2,  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations,  delegates  to  the  Director, 
DORP,  <Lnianj)iirrha<:p  aiithnrit.y  lip  ^"  $]n,nnn  Rnnri^  and  services  exceeding  $10,000, 
other  than  those  mentioned  above,  must  be  procured  by  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services.  The  Contracts  and  Procurement  Division  of  the  Financial  and 
Administrative  Support  Services  Administration  has  primary  responsibility  for 
conducting  the  procurement  activities  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks. 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  if  the  procurement  activities  of  DORP  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
the  District's  procurement  regulations  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner 
during  the  period  October  1,  1992,  through  September  30,  1993.  Audit  methods 
employed  Included  discussions  with  officials  and  staff  of  DORP,  review  and  evaluation 
of  DORP  procurement  procedures  and  internal  controls,  and  detailed  testing  of 
procurement  transactions  which  we  selected  on  a  random  and  judgmental  basis. 

During  the  period  covered  by  our  review,  DORP  executed  about  3,545  contracts  end 
purchase  orders  totaling  about  $5.8  million.  We  selected  75  procurement  acticns 
totaling  $990,409  for  detailed  testing.  The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with 
generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards  and  included  such  tests  as  we 
considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 
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INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks,  Including  applicable 
administrative  controls,  that  have  a  material  Impact  on  the  results  of  the 
procurement  activities  of  the  Department,  to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to 
evaluate  the  system  as  required  by  generally  accepted  auditing  standards  for 
performance  audits  contained  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision), 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  In  planning  and  conducting 
our  review,  we  gave  consideration  to  the  concepts  of  materiality  and  control  risks. 
We  noted  no  matters  involving  the  internal  control  structure  and  its  operations  that 
we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses.  However,  we  noted  that  duties  related  to 
procurement  were_jTGt--ade^tfa%elx_separated  from  those  rel ated^to~Jhe_rfijt£ipi_and 
acceptance  of  goods  and  services.  This  matter  is  discussed  in  the  report. 

COMPLIANCE 

Our  examination  was  made  In  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  Sates.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing 
procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  In  the  circumstances.  The  results  of  our  tests 
indicate  that  the  procurement  activities  of  DORP  were  sjjbstantially  in  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  District's  procurement  regulations.  However,  we  noted 
def1cien£ies_related  to  sole  source  procurements,  and  the  publication  of  contract 
actions,  which  are  discussed  in  this  report. 

FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Use  of  Sole  Source  Procurement  Methods  Not  Justified 

Our  review  disclosed  UJnstances  totaling  $53,639,  where  the  use  of  the  sole 
source  procurement  method  was  not  justified.  As  a  result,  competition  was  diminished 
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and  goods  and  services  may  not  have  been  obtained  in  the  most  economical  manner. 

Section  1702.1  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  provides  that  a 
contracting  officer  may  award  a  contract  using  non-competitive  negotiation  procedures 
after  making  a  determination  and  findings  that  there  is  only  one  (1)  available  source 
for  a  supply,  service,  or  construction.  Section  1702.2  provides  in  part  that  the 
contracting  officer  must  conclude  that  the  sole  source  contractor  is  the  only  source 
capable  of  providing  the  required  services,  supplies  or  construction.  The  statements 
contained  in  the  Determination  and  Findings  (D&F)  on  file  did  not  provide  adequate 
justification  for  the  procurement  method  used.  The  files  contained'Tio~~tjiformation 
w^t€h— wotrTg"  indicate  that  ^ttortl  were  made  to  determine  if  otnei — Vendors"  were 
available  within  the  metropolitan  area.  "    — 

The  transactions  involved  included  contracts  for  maintenance  and  repair  of 
recreation  centers  and  the  compilation  and  printing  of  the  fall  and  winter  recreation 
brochure.  DORP  officials  stated  that  guidelines  for  a  Community  Empowerment  Program 
established  by  DORP  intend  that  funds  for  the  upkeep  of  recreation  centers  be  spent 
on  sources  within  the  community  around  the  recreation  centers.  However,  unless 
provided  by  law,  activities  and  programs  developed  by  District  agencies  do  not  take 
precedent  over  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act.  Therefore,  the 
contracts  in  question  should  have  been  competitively  bid  as  opposed  to  being  awarded 
on  a  sole  source  basis. 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  Director,  DORP,  take  administrative  action  to  limit  sole 
source  procurement  to  those  Instances  which  meet  the  criteria  given  by  Chapter  17  of 
the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  and  to  adequately  justify  In  the  D&F  the  procurement 
method  used. 


422 

OIG  No.  9413-03 
-5- 


Publicizlnq  Contract  Actions 

Section  1300  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  provide  the  regulations  for 
publicizing  contract  actions.  Section  1300.2  provides  that  the  contracting  officer 
shall  publish  each  proposed  solicitation  for  contracts  with  an  estimated  price  over 
$10,000. 

We  reviewed  13  contract  actions  with  a  value  of  $369,529.  We  noted  that  In  12 
of  the  13  contract  files  examined,  there  was  no  documentation  to  show  that  the 
solicitation  was  advertised,  where  it  was  advertised  and  when. 

We  also  noted  that  in  12  of  the  13  contract  actions  reviewed,  DORP  failed  to 
submit  a  Notice  of  Award,  form  DAS  86-101,  to  the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services  for  publication  in  the  D.C.  Procurement  Digest  as  required  by  Section 
1301.1. 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  Director,  DORP,  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
compliance  with  Section  1300  of  the  DCPR  concerning  the  publicizing  of  contract 
actions. 

Need  to  Improve  Internal  Control 

We  found  that  purchasing  agents  assigned  to  the  Contract  and  Procurement 
Division  matched  vendor  invoices  with  receiving  and  acceptance  reports  and  forwarded 
them  to  the  DORP  Office  of  the  Controller  for  payment  processing.  Good  internal 
control  requires  a  separation  of  the  duties  of  persons  performing  procurement 
functions  from  those  responsible  for  receiving  and  accepting  goods  and  services,  and 
the  processing  of  vendor  payments. 
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Reconmendatlon 

We  recommend  that  the  Director,  DORP,  take  administrative  action  to  adequately 
separate  the  duties  of  procurement  personnel  from  those  responsible  for  receiving  and 
acceptance  of  goods  and  services  and  the  processing  of  vendor  payments. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 
for  review  and  comment.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  DORP  response  which  sets  forth 
corrective  actions  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  draft  report.  These 
actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  REO«EATION  AND  PARKS 


OIC  No.    9413-03 
ACCachnent 


OPPICK  OP  TMC  OmCCTON 


Jt4»  SIKTCCNTM   STNCCT    H  W 
WASHINGTON     OC        200IO 


March  7,  1994 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 

Inspector  General 

FROM:  Carol  Hill  Lowe  }Jy 

Director 

SUBJECT:  Response  to  Draft  Report  -  Review  of  Procurement 

Activities  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and 
Parks  (OIG  No.  9413-03) 

This  is  in  response  to  recommendations  made  by  the  Inspector  General's  Audit 
Report  No.  OIG-9413^3,  dated  February  22.  1 994. 

The  following  are  comments  regarding  recommendations  made  in  the  audit 
report  and  corrective  actions  taken.  We  believe  these  corrective  actions  will 
bring  about  the  recommended  improvements. 
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Recommendation  Ul 

That  the  Director,  DORP,  take  administrative  action  to  limit  sole  source 
procurement  to  those  instances  which  meet  the  criteria  given  by  Chapter  17  of 
the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  and  to  adequately  justify  in  the  Determination 
and  Findings  the  procurement  method  used. 

Response 

Effective  immediately,  all  sole  source  procurement  will  be  limited  to  conform  to 
the  criteria  established  in  Chapter  17  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations. 
Immediate  action  has  been  taken  to  adequately  justify  the  procurement  method 
used  in  all  D&Fs  submitted  with  procurement  documents.  The  Procurement 
Officer  will  review  all  D&Fs  and  make  necessary  changes  before  the  D&F  can  be 
approved  as  part  of  the  procurement  process. 

Recommendation  #2 

We  recommend  that  the  Director,  DORP,  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
compliance  with  Section  1 300  of  the  DCPR  concerning  the  publicizing  of  contract 
actions. 

Response 

Immediate  action  has  been  taken  to  assure  that  the  Procurement  Officer  submit 
Notice  of  Award,  Form  DAS  86-101  to  DAS  for  publication  in  the  D.C. 
Procurement  Digest  as  required  by  Section  1301.1.  Notice  will  also  be 
submitted  to  the  Office  of  Minority  Business  Development  for  publication  in  their 
weekly  Procurement  Information  Booklet. 

Recommendation  #3 

We  recommend  that  the  Director,  DORP,  take  administrative  action  to  adequately 
separate  the  duties  of  procurement  personnel  from  those  responsible  for 
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receiving  and  acceptance  of  goods  and  services  and  the  processing  of  vendor 
payments. 

Response 

Immediate  action  has  been  taken  to  require  that  all  receiving  and  acceptance 
reports  are  completed  and  signed  at  the  point  where  goods  and  services  are 
received,  and  forwarded  directly  to  the  Office  of  the  Controller  for  payment 
processing. 

We  believe  these  corrective  actions  will  bring  about  the  recommended 
improvements.  If  there  are  further  questions  or  concerns,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  me  at  673-7665. 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

ANTITRUST  FUND 

MANAGEMENT  REVIEW  AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  IMPROVEMENT 


OIG  No.  9412-06       January  31,  1994 


THIS  REPORT  IS  INTENDED  FOR 

THE  INFORMATION  OF  THE  MAYOR, 

MANAGEMENT,  AND  THE  COUNCIL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  AND  MAY 

NOT  BE  RELEASED  WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR 

APPROVAL  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

THIS  RESTRICTION  IS  NOT  INTENDED  TO 

LIMIT  THE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THIS  REPORT. 

WHICH  IS  A  MATTER  OF  PUBLIC  RECORD. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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OIG  No.  9412-05 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

ANTITRUST  FUND 

MANAGEMENT  REVIEW  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  IMPROVEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG)  has  completed  a  financial  and  compliance 
audit  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  for  fiscal  years  1991,  1992  and 
1993.  The  audit  was  performed  in  response  to  a  request  from  the  Office  of  the 
Corporation  Counsel  (OCC),  the  agency  which  administers  the  fund,  and  performed  in 
accordance  with  Section  28-4516(c)  of  the  D.C.  Code,  which  requires  an  annual  audit 
of  all  income  and  expenses  of  the  fund.  Our  audit  report  (OIG  No.  9412-05)  is  issued 
under  separate  cover.  This  management  report  is  issued  to  present  management  and 
internal  control  weaknesses  that  we  observed  during  the  audit;  and  to  present 
recommendations  for  improvement. 

BACKGROUND 

D.C.  Law  3-169  established  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  (the  Fund). 
Section  28-4515(a)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code,  specifies  that  the  fund  will  be 
operated  as  a  proprietary  fund  and  provides  for  a  $500,000  limitation  on  the 
accumulation  of  assets  at  any  time.  The  Fund  may  receive  funds  from  settlements  of 
antitrust  actions,  or  from  criminal  or  civil  penalties,  or  from  the  recovery  of 
attorney  fees  in  antitrust  actions.  Funds  may  be  appropriated  to  the  Fund,  and 
transferred  to  the  Fund  pursuant  to  court  orders  or  judgments  in  antitrust  actions. 
Funds  may  also  be  received  from  gifts  or  grants  made  to  support  antitrust  activities. 
The  Fund  may  pay  costs,  expenses,  and  charges  incurred  in  and  reasonably  related  to 
the  investigation,  preparation,  institution,  and  maintenance  of  antitrust  actions 
under  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Act  and  Federal  antitrust  laws. 

PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 

Our  audit  was  performed  to  determine  whether  financial  transactions  made  in  the 
Antitrust  Fund  were  recorded  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles  and  made  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations.  Our 
audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing 
standards  and,  accordingly  included  such  tests  of  the  accounting  records  and  other 
auditing  procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances.  As  part  of  the 
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audit,  we  performed  a  review  of  existing  internal  controls  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  a  basis  for  reliance  on  the  accounting  records.  We  also  performed 
compliance  tests,  as  required  in  the  standards,  to  ascertain  whether  financial 
transactions  were  made  in  compliance  with  applicable  provisions  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Code  and  District  of  Columbia  Municipal  Regulations. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSION 

We  found  that  internal  control  procedures  for  processing  and  recording 
transactions  need  improvement,  and  that  the  accounting  records  were  not  adequately 
maintained.  Additionally,  we  found  that  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services  may 
not  have  been  made  in  the  most  efficient  and  economical  manner;  that  the  procurement 
of  some  computer  equipment  was  improper;  and  that  some  of  the  computer  equipment  can 
not  be  located. 

FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Internal  Control  Weaknesses 

A.   Need  for  Separation  of  Duties: 

Based  on  discussions  with  members  of  the  staff  of  the  Economic  Regulatory 
Section,  we  noted  that  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  key  personnel  were  not 
adequately  separated  to  provide  the  necessary  controls.  One  employee  handles  the 
Antitrust  funds  received  by  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section.  This  employee  advises 
the  payor  of  the  payee  name  to  be  placed  on  checks,  advises  payor  where  checks  should 
be  sent,  and  receives  the  checks.  The  performance  of  these  functions  by  one  employee 
creates  a  vulnerable  condition  where  funds  could  be  misappropriated  and  accounting 
records  falsified. 

We  recommend  that  the  employee  who  opens  the  mail  for  the  Economic  Regulatory 
Section  record  the  funds  received  in  the  mail  log  before  forwarding  the  funds  to  the 
employee  who  handles  Antitrust  Fund  receipts. 
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Additionally,  during  our  review  of  the  escrow  bank  account  activity,  a  bank 
account  managed  outside  of  the  District's  Financial  Management  System  (FMS),  we  noted 
that  one  person  within  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section  has  control  over  deposits  to 
and  withdrawals  from  the  account.  The  performance  of  these  two  functions  by  one 
employee  also  creates  a  vulnerable  condition  where  funds  could  be  misappropriated  and 
accounting  records  falsified. 

We  recommend  that  management  assign  two  signatories  for  the  account  to  provide 
the  proper  control  over  account  activity. 

B.   Inadequate  Accounting  Records  Maintained: 

During  our  audit  of  documentation  supporting  fiscal  years  1991,  1992  and  1993 
transactions,  we  found  that  improvement  in  maintaining  accounting  records  could  be 
made  in  the  following  situations: 

1.  A  log  was  not  maintained  to  account  for  the  disposition  of  checks  held  by 
the  Administration  Division  for  pickup  by  the  vendor.  Good  internal 
controls  would  require  the  maintenance  of  transaction  logs  to  properly 
track  the  flow  of  documents. 

2.  A  "Revenue  Cash  Receipt"  document  log  is  not  maintained  by  the 
Administration  Division,  which  allows  for  Issuance  of  duplicate  document 
numbers  and  complicates  tracking  of  cash  receipts  recorded  In  the  Antitrust 
Fund  in  FMS. 

3.  Records  maintained  by  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section  for  the  escrow  bank 
accounts  could  be  improved.  Copies  of  the  remittance  checks,  deposit 
tickets,  withdrawal  documents  and  bank  statements  are  maintained.  However, 
good  accounting  records  should  also  include  maintaining  a  ledger  to  record 
escrow  account  transactions. 

4.  Vendor  invoices  were  not  cancelled  (stamped  paid)  when  processed  for 
payment.  This  provides  a  condition  where  the  Invoices  could  be  reused  to 
issue  duplicate  payments. 
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We  recommend  that  management  take  the  following  actions  to  improve  the 
accounting  records  maintained: 

Establish  a  transaction  log  in  the  Administration  Division  to  properly  account 
for  the  disposition  of  disbursement  checks  held  for  pickup  by  vendors. 

—   Establish  a  "Revenue  Cash  Receipt"  document  log  in  the  Administration  Division 
to  prevent  issuance  of  duplicate  document  numbers. 

Maintain  a  ledger  in  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section  to  record  escrow  account 
transactions.  The  ledger  should  be  reconciled  to  the  bank  statements  monthly 
by  the  Administration  Division. 

Cancel  vendor  invoices  when  paid  by  the  Administration  Division  to  prevent  reuse 
•  of  the  invoice  for  duplicate  payment. 

C.   Inadequate  Safeguarding  of  Assets: 

During  our  review  of  cash  receipt  procedures,  we  noted  that  checks  received  in 
the  Economic  Regulatory  Section  were  held  in  an  unlocked  file  cabinet  until  forwarded 
to  the  Administration  Division  for  deposit. 

We  recommend  that  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section  strengthen  internal  controls 
by  maintaining  the  funds  in  a  more  secure  area,  such  as  a  locked  file  cabinet  or 
safe. 

Procurement  Weaknesses 

During  our  review  of  the  fiscal  years  1993  and  1992  procurement  transactions, 
we  noted  the  following  weaknesses  which  were  significant  enough  to  warrant  our 
comments  and  recommendations: 
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A.  Non-compliance  with  Written  Policies  and  Procedures: 

During  the  examination  of  supporting  documentation  for  lOOX  of  the  61 
expenditure  transactions  made  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  1992,  we  noted  that  OCC  did  not 
follow  written  procurement  policies  and  procedures  for  some  of  its  transactions.  We 
were  not  provided  with  a  properly  authorized  "Request  for  Purchase  Order"  or 
comparable  document  for  sixteen  transactions,  which  Is  required  by  the  written  OCC 
procurement  procedures.  Additionally,  for  10  transactions,  we  were  not  provided 
documentation  which  properly  approved  the  expenditure  of  Antitrust  Funds,  as  required 
by  the  written  "Rules  Governing  Use  and  Expenditure  of  Monies  In  the  District  of 
Columbia  Antitrust  Fund". 

We  recommend  that  the  Administration  Division  follow  the  procedures  and  rules 
established  to  document  proper  authorization  for  disbursement  of  Antitrust  funds. 

B.  Non-compliance  with  Small  Purchase  Procedures: 

During  our  review,  we  found  no  Indication  in  the  records  that  price  quotations 
were  obtained  before  small  purchase  procurements  were  made.  Section  1803.1  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  requires  that  for  each 
solicitation  in  an  amount  over  $250  the  contracting  officer  shall  solicit  quotations 
from  a  least  three  sources  to  promote  competition  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable 
and  to  ensure  that  the  purchase  is  in  the  best  Interest  of  the  District,  considering 
price  and  other  factors. 

We  recommend  that  the  Administration  Division  follow  the  DCPR  requirement  to 
ensure  that  purchases  are  made  in  the  best  interest  of  the  District. 

C.  Improper  Procurements  with  Antitrust  Funds: 

During  our  review  of  the  61  expenditures  which  occurred  in  fiscal  years  1993  and 
1992,  we  noted  that  $4,302.00  of  computer  equipment  purchased  with  Antitrust  Fund 
money  was  not  used  by  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section  of  OCC,  the  section  which 
processes  antitrust  actions.  Two  computer  monitors  and  one  computer,  which  totaled 
$2,297.00,  could  not  be  located;  and  one  telecopier  machine  and  one  computer  monitor. 
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for  a  total  of  $2,005.00,  were  used  by  persons  employed  by  other  offices  within  OCC. 
The  use  of  antitrust  funds  to  purchase  equipment  which  is  not  used  to  process 
antitrust  actions  violates  Section  28-4516(a)  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  which 
specifies  that  the  Antitrust  Fund  may  pay  costs,  expenses,  and  charges  incurred  in 
and  reasonably  related  to  the  investigation,  preparation,  institution,  and 
maintenance  of  antitrust  actions. 

We  recommend  that  OCC  take  the  following  actions: 

Transfer  funds  from  the  general  fund  to  the  Antitrust  Fund  to  cover  the  cost  of 
equipment  used  by  offices  other  than  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section. 

Direct  the  accountable  property  officer  to  make  another  attempt  to  locate  the 
equipment.  If  the  accountable  property  officer  Is  unsuccessful,  OCC  should 
■  direct  the  accountable  property  officer  to  reimburse  the  District  for  the  cost 
of  the  unlocated  property.  OCC  should  also  formally  reprimand  the  accountable 
property  officer  for  falling  to  account  for  the  property. 

File  a  lost  property  report  with  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  and 
the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  to  initiate  further  investigation  of  the 
unlocated  equipment. 

AGENCY  COMMENTS 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Corporation  Counsel  on  March  18, 
1994.  The  Corporation  Counsel's  response,  copy  attached,  states  that  two  of  the 
three  missing  pieces  of  computer  equipment  were  located  on  March  18,  1994.  We 
inspected  the  two  pieces  of  equipment  on  March  22,  1994,  and  we  concur  with  the 
Corporation  Counsel's  response.  However,  we  still  recommend  that  the  Corporation 
Counsel  file  a  lost  property  report  with  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services 
and  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  to  initiate  further  investigation  of  one  piece 
of  computer  equipment  which  would  not  be  located. 
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Memorandum  •  Government  ofthe  District  of  Columbia 


TO:  Samuel  McClendon,    Esq.  DEPT:    Corporation  Counsel 

Inspector   General  OFFICE:    ADM:VSS 


:on/-l 


FROM:        John  Payton)Z-_  DATE:  March  31,  1994 

Corporation  Counsel 

SUBJECT:     Draft  Reports  -  Audit  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Antitrust  Fund  (OIG  No.  9412-06) 

This  is  in  response  to  your  draft  report  for  the  Antitrust 
Fund  administered  by  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel.  The 
draft  report  made  several  recommendations  which  appear  on  pages  2-5 
of  the  management  report  concerning  the  administration  of  the  Fund 
which  we  intend  to  implement.  We  would  like  to  respond  to  a 
specific  finding  and  several  recommendations  raised  on  pages  5-6  of 
the  report,  as  follows: 

IG  Finding:  Improper  Procurement  with  Antitrust  Funds: 
In  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994,  it  was  noted  that 
$4,302.00  of  computer  equipment  purchased  with  Antitrust 
Fund  money  was  not  used  by  the  Economic  Regulatory 
Section  of  OCC,  the  section  which  processes  antitrust 
actions.  Two  computer  monitors  and  one  computer,  which 
totaled  $2,297.00,  could  not  be  located;  and  one 
telecopier  machine  and  one  computer  monitor,  for  a  total 
of  $2,005.00,  were  used  by  persons  employed  by  other 
offices  within  OCC.  The  use  of  antitrust  funds  to 
purchase  equipment  which  is  not  used  to  process  antitrust 
actions  violates  Section  28-4516 (a)  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  which  specifies  that  the  Antitrust  Fund  may  pay 
costs,  expenses,  and  charges  incurred  in  and  reasonably 
related  to  the  investigation,  preparation,  institution, 
and  maintenance  of  antitrust  actions. 

IG  Recommendations: 

-  Transfer  funds  from  the  general  fund  to  the 
Antitrust  Fund  to  cover  the  cost  of  equipment  used  by 
offices  other  than  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section. 

-  OCC  should  direct  the  accountable  property  officer  to 
make  another  attempt  to  locate  the  equipment.  If  the 
accountable  property  officer  is  unsuccessful,  OCC  should 
direct  the  accountable  property  officer  to  reimburse  the 
District  for  the  cost  of  the  unlocated  property.   OCC 
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should  also  formally  reprimand  the  accountable  property 
officer  for  failing  to  account  for  the  property. 

-  File  a  lost  property  report  with  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  and  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  to  initiate  further  investigation  of  the 
unlocated  equipment. 

OCC  Response:  Two  of  the  three  missing  pieces  of 
computer  equipment  were  located  on  March  18,  1994  and  can 
be  inspected  at  any  time.  However,  they  are  also  being 
used  by  persons  employed  by  other  offices  within  OCC. 
Unfortunately,  we  are  unable  to  determine  if  the  missing 
piece  of  equipment  was  lost  during  the  move  of  our 
offices  to  441  4th  St,  N.W.  As  to  the  recommendation 
that  the  accountable  property  officer  be  reprimanded  and 
reimburse  the  District  for  the  cost  of  the  unlocated 
property,  the  most  recent  designation  of  accountable 
property  officer  was  September,  1991,  the  person 
designated  retired  in  October,  1992.  We  have  now 
appointed  a  new  property  officer  and  will  work  to  ensure 
that  property  records  are  automated  and  that  property  is 
inspected  on  a  routine  basis.  Funds  totaling  $4,302.00 
will  be  transferred  to  reimburse  the  Antitrust  Fund  for 
the  missing  monitor  and  the  equipment  used  by  offices 
other  than  the  Economic  Regulatory  Section. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  draft  report. 
Please  contact  Victoria  Syphax  of  my  office  on  727-6920  if  you 
should  have  any  questions. 
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D.C.-44 

APRIL    1980 

Memorandum  •  Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 


TO: 


r,   .   .  Executive  Office 

A     OS  •  °     Mayor 

Vanessa  Ruiz,  Acting  Corporation  Counsel    ^'"'^^'       "'  Inspector  General 
Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel 


^^^■-        Samuel  McClendofffSq^  """^  AFr;'l  G  133'i 

Inspector  General 

SUBJECT*  //  ^  /  'I 

Audit  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  ' 

(OIG  No.  9412-06) 


Attached  for  your  information  are  two  copies  of  our  audit  reports  in  final 
form.  You  will  note  that  the  reports  have  been  submitted  to  the  Mayor  and  copies 
will  be  provided  to  the  Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  City 
Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations,  the  Deputy  Mayor  for  Financial  Management 
and  the  D.C.  Controller. 

We  appreciate  the  cooperation  and  assistance  afforded  the  auditors  by  members 
of  your  staff.  If  there  are  any  questions  regarding  this  report,  please  let  rae  know. 


Attachments 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

AUDIT  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  ANTITRUST  FUND 

FOR  YEARS  ENDED 

SEPTEMBER  30.  1993,  1992  AND  1991 


GIG  No.  9412-06      January  31,  1994 


THIS  REPORT  IS  INTENDED  FOR 

THE  INFORMATION  OF  THE  MAYOR, 

MANAGEMENT,  AND  THE  COUNCIL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  AND  MAY 

NOT  BE  RELEASED  WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR 

APPROVAL  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

THIS  RESTRICTION  IS  NOT  INTENDED  TO 

LIMIT  THE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THIS  REPORT,-. 

WHICH  IS  A  HAHER  OF  PUBLIC  RECORD. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF   THE   MAYOR 


OPrtCE  or  THC   INSrCCTOM  CCNCNAL 


■trv»    TO 

413  I2TM  STNCET    N  W  .  NM    90* 
WASHINGTON.  OC       30OO4 


April  6,  1994 

OIG  No.  9412-06 

Mayor  Sharon  Pratt  Kelly 
One  Judiciary  Square 
441  4th  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20001 

This  is  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General's  (OIG)  report  entitled  "Audit  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  for  years  ended  September  30,  1993,  1992  and 
1991"  (DIG  No.  9412-06).  The  Antitrust  Fund  is  administered  by  the  Office  of  the 
Corporation  Counsel  (OCC)  to  be  used  for  the  preparation,  institution  and  maintenance 
of  antitrust  actions  talcen  pursuant  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Act  and 
Federal  Antitrust  laws. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  awarded  the  District  of  Columbia  a  grant  of 
$197,600  in  October  1977,  for  the  formulation  and  development  of  an  antitrust 
program.  The  grant  was  originally  intended  to  cover  a  two  year  period.  However,  the 
period  of  the  grant  was  subsequently  extended  an  additional  three  years  to  December 
31,  1982. 

On  January  1,  1983,  the  assets  remaining  from  the  grant, were  transferred  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  as  established  by  D.C.  Law  3-169.  Section  28- 
4516(a)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code,  specifies  that  the  fund  will  be  operated 
as  a  proprietary  fund  and  provides  for  a  limitation  on  the  accumulation  of  assets  of 
$500,000.  The  Antitrust  Fund  may  receive  funds  from  settlements  of  antitrust 
actions,  or  from  criminal  or  civil  penalties,  or  from  the  recovery  of  attorney  fees 
in  antitrust  actions.  Funds  may  be  appropriated  or  transferred  pursuant  to  court 
orders  or  judgments  in  antitrust  actions.  Funds  may  also  be  received  from  gifts  or 
grants  made  to  support  antitrust  activities.  The  Fund  may  pay  reasonably  related 
charges,  costs,  and  expenses  incurred  in  carrying  out  antitrust  proceedings. 
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Section  28-4516(c)  of  the  D.C.  Code  requires  all  income  and  expenses  of  the  fund 
to  be  audited  annually  by  the  Mayor  and  reported  to  the  Council  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  been  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  certifying  these  financial  statements.  To  meet  this 
responsibility,  we  conducted  an  audit  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing 
standards  and  the  standards  for  financial  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the 
"Government  Auditing  Standards,"  issued  by  the  U.S.  Comptroller  General. 

Attached  are  the  required  reports  and  opinions  on  "Auditor's  Report  on  Financial 
Statements."  the  "Auditor's  Report  on  Internal  Accounting  and  Administrative 
Controls."  and  our  Auditor's  Report  on  Compliance."  We  will  send  copies  of  this 
report  after  ten  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  report  to  the  Council  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations,  the  Deputy 
Mayor  for  Financial  Management  and  the  D.C.  Controller. 


Samuel  McClendon 
Inspector  General 


'^d^^C.^,^^^^-^ 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE   MAYOR 


OFPICC  or  TMt  IMSrccTOR  CCNCRAL 


•tPkO    TO 

413   IITH  STMCET    N  W 
WASHINGTON    OC 


RM     tOA 
2  0004 


January  31,  1994 
AUDITOR'S  REPORT  OH  FINANCIAL  STATEHEWTS 


GIG  No.  9412-06 


To  Mayor  Sharon  Pratt  Kelly 
District  of  Columbia 

We  have  audited  the  accompanying  balance  sheet  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Antitrust  Fund  as  of  September  30.  1993,  1992  and  1991,  and  the  related  statement  of 
revenues,  expenses  and  changes  In  fund  balance  for  the  fiscal  years  then  ended. 
These  financial  statements  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Office  of  the  Corporation 
Counsel's  management.  Our  responsibility  Is  to  express  an  opinion  on  these  financial 
statements  based  on  our  audit. 

We  conducted  our  audit  In  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing  standards 
and  "Government  Auditing  Standards,"  Issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain 
reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material 
misstatement.  An  audit  Includes  examining,  on  a  test  basis,  evidence  supporting  the 
amounts  and  disclosures  In  the  financial  statements.  An  audit  also  Includes 
assessing  the  accounting  principles  used  and  significant  estimates  made  by 
management,  as  well  as  evaluating  the  overall  financial  statement  presentation.  We 
believe  that  our  audit  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  our  opinion. 


In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in 
all  material  respects,  the  financial  position  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust 
Fund  as  of  September  30,  1993,  1992  and  1991,  and  the  results  of  its  operations  for 
the  fiscal  years  then  ended  in  conformity  with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles.  j /yi: . 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  ANTITRUST  FUND 

BALANCE  SHEET 

SEPTEMBER  30,  1993,  1992  AND  1991 

1993 


1992 


1991 


ASSETS 

Current  Assets: 

Cash 

$279,758 

$271,705 

$272,448 

Restricted  cash  and  investments 

(Note  3) 

146,558 

-0- 

-0- 

Interest  receivable 

31.249 

21,864 

9,830 

Antitrust  settlements  receivable 

5.000 

-0- 

-0- 

Total  current  assets 

462.565 

293.569 

282.278 

Fixed  Assets  (Note  l.C): 

Furniture  and  equipment 

5,183 

3,688 

-0- 

Less-accumulated  depreciation 

1.256 

369 

-0- 

Net  fixed  assets 

3.927 

3.319 

-0- 

;OTAL  ASSETS 

$466,492 

$296,888 

$282,278 

LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCE 

Current  Liabilities: 

Accounts  payable 
Payable  from  restricted 
assets  (Note  3) 

Total  current  liabilities 

Fund  balance  -  unreserved  (Note  2) 
Total  fund  balance 
TOTAL  LIABILITIES  AND  FUND  BALANCE 


$  2,196 

$  3,277 

$   .  -0- 

146.558 

-0- 

-0- 

148.754 

3.277 

-0- 

317.738 

293.611 

282.278 

317.738 

293.611 

282,278 

$466,492 

$296,888 

$282,278 

The  accompanying  notes  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  ANTITRUST  FUND 

STATEMENT  OF  REVENUES,  EXPENSES 

AND  CHANGES  IN  FUND  BALANCE 

FOR  THE  YEARS  ENDED 

SEPTEMBER  30,  1993,  1992  AND  1991 


DIG  No.  9412-06 


REVENUES 


Antitrust  settlements 
Interest  income 
Total  revenues 


1993 

i   26,454 

9.385 

35.839 


1992 

$  9,243 
12.034 
21.277 


1991 


$204,643 

9.830 

214.473 


EXPENSES 


Professional  service  fees 

8,961 

5,575 

755 

Equipment  and  equipment  rental 

1,691 

3,941 

-0- 

Depreciation 

887 

369 

-0- 

Other 

173 

59 

-0- 

Total  expenses 

11.712 

9.944 

755 

REVENUES  IN  EXCESS  OF  EXPENSES 

24.127 

11.333 

213.718 

FUND  BALANCE  UNRESERVED,  beginning 
of  year 

293.611 

282.278 

68.560 

FUND  BALANCE,  end  of  year  (Note  2) 

$317,738 

$293,611 

$282,278 

The  accompanying  notes  are  an  integral  part  of  these  statements. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  ANTITRUST  FUND 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
AS  OF  SEPTEMBER  30,  1993,  1992  AND  1991 

NOTE  1  -  SUMMARY  OF  SIGNIFICANT  ACCOUNTING  POLICIES 

A.  Basis  of  Presentation 

In  the  District  of  Columbia  government,  accounts  are  organized  on  the  basis  of  fund 
and  account  groups.  Each  fund  and  account  group  is  considered  to  be  a  separate 
accounting  entity. 

The  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  is  a  proprietary  fund,  which  is  used  to 
account  for  the  financial  activities  relative  to  District  of  Columbia  antitrust 
enforcement. 

B.  Basis  of  Accounting 

The  accompanying  financial  statements  have  been  prepared  on  the  modified  accrual 
basis  of  accounting.  Under  this  method,  revenues  are  recognized  when  susceptible  to 
accrual  (that  Is,  when  they  become  both  available  and  measurable).  Expenditures  are 
recorded  when  the  related  fund  liability  is  incurred. 

C.  Fixed  Assets 

All  fixed  assets  are  stated  at  cost.  Depreciation  is  computed  using  the  straight 
line  method  over  the  useful  life  of  the  fixed  asset,  which  is  estimated  as  5  years 
for  furniture  and  equipment. 


-6- 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  ANTITRUST  FUND 

NOTES  TO  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS 
AS  OF  SEPTEMBER  30,  1993,  1992  AND  1991 

NOTE  2  -  FUND  BALANCE 

The  unreserved  fund  balance  represents  the  amount  available  for  budgeting  future 
operations.  Section  28-4516(a)  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Code,  specifies  that  the 
fund  will  be  operated  as  a  proprietary  fund  and  provides  for  a  limitation  on  the 
accumulation  of  assets  of  $500,000. 

NOTE  3  -  RESTRICTED  ASSETS  AND  LIABILITIES 

At  September  30,  1993,  two  interest  bearing  escrow  bank  accounts  were  managed  by  an 
Antitrust  Fund  employee  on  behalf  of  the  District  of  Columbia  government.  A  balance 
of  $45,025  was  in  a  commercial  money  market  account  with  an  interest  rate  of  2.47%; 
and  $101,533  was  in  a  short  term  certificate  of  deposit  account  with  an  interest  rate 
of  2.52%.  The  accounts  were  established,  pursuant  to  court  order,  to  account  for 
money  paid  by  twelve  defendants  to  settle  a  real  estate  bid  rigging  antitrust  suit 
filed  by  the  District  of  Columbia  government. 

The  money  is  legally  restricted  for  distribution,  upon  court  approval,  to  pay  part 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  government's  out-of-pocket  costs  of  bringing  the  suit  and 
administering  the  settlement;  to  pay  the  District  of  Columbia  government's  attorney 
fees;  and  to  compensate  District  of  Columbia  residents  who  were  bid  rigging  victims. 
Any  remaining  money,  an  amount  which  cannot  be  determined  as  of  the  date  of  this 
report,  will  be  deposited  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  for  future 
antitrust  law  enforcement. 


-7- 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXecUTfVE  OFriCE  OF  THE  MAYOR 


OrriCC  OF   THC   INSPECTOR  GCNCRAL 


January  31.   1994 


■  C*l.V    TO 

4IS  I3TM  STRCCT    N  W  .   HM    BOA 
WASHINGTON    OC       20OO4 


OIG  No.  9412-06 


AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  THE  INTERNAL  CONTROL  STRUCTURE 


To  Mayor  Sharon  Pratt  Kelly 
District  of  Columbia 


We  have  audited  the  balance  sheet  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  as 
of  September  30,  1993,  1992  and  1991,  and  the  related  statement  of  revenues,  expenses 
and  changes  In  fund  balance  for  the  fiscal  years  then  ended.  A  report  thereon  Is 
Included  elsewhere  herein. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing  standards 
and  "Government  Auditing  Standards,"  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perfona  the  audit  to  obtain 
reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material 
misstatement. 


In  planning  and  performing  our  audit  of  the  financial  statements  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  for  the  years  ended  September  30,  1993,  1992  and  1991,  we 
considered  its  Internal  control  structure  in  order  to  determine  our  auditing 
procedures  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  our  opinion  on  the  financial  statements  and 
not  to  provide  assurance  on  the  Internal  control  structure. 

The  management  of  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  is  responsible  for 
establishing  and  maintaining  an  internal  control  structure.  In  fulfilling  this 
responsibility,  estimates  and  Judgments  by  management  are  required  to  assess  the 
expected  benefits  and  related  costs  of  Internal  control  structure  policies  and 
procedures.  The  objectives  of  an  internal  control  structure  are  to  provide 
management  with  reasonable,  but  not  absolute,  assurance  that  assets  are  safeguarded 
against  loss  from  unauthorized  use  or  disposition,  and  that  transactions  are  executed 

-8- 
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in  accordance  with  management's  authorization  and  recorded  properly  to  permit  the 
preparation  of  financial  statements  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  accounting 
principles.  Because  of  inherent  limitations  in  any  internal  control  structure, 
errors  or  irregularities  may  nevertheless  occur  and  not  be  detected.  Also, 
projection  of  any  evaluation  of  the  structure  to  future  periods  is  subject  to  the 
risk  that  procedures  may  become  inadequate  because  of  changes  in  conditions  or  that 
the  effectiveness  of  the  design  and  operation  of  policies  and  procedures  may 
deteriorate. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  report,  we  have  classified  the  significant  internal 
control  structure  policies  and  procedures  in  the  following  categories:  cash,  revenue 
disbursements  and  fund  balance. 

For  the  internal  control  structure  listed  above,  we  obtained  an  understanding 
of  the  design  of  relevant  policies  and  procedures  and  whether  they  have  been  placed 
in  operation,  and  we  assessed  control  risk. 

Our  consideration  of  the  internal  control  structure  would  not  necessarily 
disclose  all  matters  in  the  internal  control  structure  that  might  be  material 
weaknesses  under  standards  established  by  the  American  Institute  of  Certified  Public 
Accountants.  A  material  weakness  is  a  reportable  condition  in  which  the  design  or 
operation  of  one  or  more  of  the  specific  internal  control  structure  elements  does  not 
reduce  to  a  relatively  low  level  the  risk  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts 
that  would  be  material  in  relation  to  the  financial  statements  being  audited  may 
occur  and  not  be  detected  within  a  timely  period  by  employees  in  the  normal  course 
of  performing  their  assigned  functions.  We  noted  no  matters  involving  the  internal 
control  structure  and  its  operation  that  we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses  as 
defined  above. 

This  report  is  intended  for  the  information  of  the  Mayor,  management,  and  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  This  restriction  is  not  intended  to  limit  the 
distribution  of  the  report,  which  is  a  matter  of  public  record. 

Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 

-9- 
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«1S  IZTH  STRCCT    N  W      NM    BO* 
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AUDITOR'S  REPORT  ON  COMPLIANCE 

To  Mayor  Sharon  Pratt  Kelly 
District  of  Columbia 

We  have  audited  the  balance  sheet  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Antitrust  Fund  as 
of  September  30,  1993,  1992  and  1991,  and  the  related  statement  of  revenues,  expenses 
and  changes  in  fund  balance  for  the  fiscal  years  then  ended.  A  report  thereon  Is 
Included  elsewhere  herein. 

We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing  standards 
and  "Government  Auditing  Standards,"  Issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States.  Those  standards  require  that  we  plan  and  perform  the  audit  to  obtain 
reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of  material 
misstatement. 

Compliance  with  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
Antitrust  Fund  Is  the  responsibility  of  the  management  of  the  Office  of  the 
Corporation  Counsel.  As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about  whether  the 
financial  statements  are  free  of  material  misstatement,  we  performed  tests  of  the 
Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel's  compliance  with  certain  provisions  of  laws  and 
regulations.  However,  our  objective  was  not  to  provide  an  opinion  on  overall 
compliance  with  such  provisions. 

The  results  of  our  test  indicated  that,  with  respect  to  the  items  tested,  the 
Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  the 
provisions  referred  to  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  With  respect  to  items  not  tested, 
nothing  came  to  our  attention  that  caused  us  to  believe  that  the  Office  of  the 
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Corporation  Counsel  had  not  complied,  in  all  material  respects,  with  those 
provisions. 

This  report  is  intended  for  the  information  of  the  Mayor,  management,  and  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  This  restriction  is  not  intended  to  limit  the 
distribution  of  the  report,  which  is  a  matter  of  public  record. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


REVIEW  OF  PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES 

OIG  No.  9313-54   November  5,  1993 


THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED 
FOR  OFFICIAL  PURP)SES  ONLY 

AND  HAY  NOT  BE  RELEASED 
WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR  APPROVAL 
OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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•  ••l.»    TO 

4IS    IZTM   STRCCT     NW      KM     tOA 
WASHINGTON    OC      20004 

OIG  No.  9313-54 


To  the  Mayor: 


This  is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Employment  Services."  The  review  was 
made  In  accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of 
1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational 
audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracUng 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Employment  Services  (DOES)  were  being  carried  out  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  ProciK-ement  Practices  Act  and  In  an  efficient 
and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  a  recommendation  for  Improving 
compliance  with  District  procurement  regulations  relative  to  contracting  authp»ity. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  agency's  response  to  a  draft  of  this  report.  Becausi 
of  a  continuing  disagreement  on  the  part  of  DOES  regarding  their  authority  to 
contract  for  goods  and  services  which  meet  the  general  administrative  needs  of  the 
agency,  we  have  included  additional  auditor's  comments  on  their  response  in  the  final 
report. 

Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Acting 
Director  Department  of  Employment  Services;  and,  the  Director,  Department  of 
Administrative  Services. 


Samuel  HcClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 


Attachment 
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Review  of  Procurement  Activities 

of  the 
DEPARTMENT  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES 


INTRODUCTION 


The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Employment  Services.  The  audit 
was  performed  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of 
1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to  annually 
conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to 
the  Act. 

BACKGROUND  «».. 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985',  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
seo.)  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(1)  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions' of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES 

The  Department  of  Employment  Services  (DOES)  provides  opportunities  for  citizens 
to  prepare  for,  find,  and  maintain  gainful  employment  and  provides  income  maintenance 
to  mitigate  the  effects  of  unemployment  by  the  development  and  implementation  of  a 
vast  array  of  quality  employment  programs  and  services  for  job  seekers  and  employers. 
DOES  also  ensures  the  quality  of  working  conditions  for  wage  earners  by  protecting 
their  occupational  health,  safety,  rights  and  benefits. 
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Section  109  of  Mayor's  Order  90-178,  dated  November  19,  1990,  delegates  to  the 
Director  of  DOES  authority  to  contract  for  supplies,  materials,  equipment  and 
services  related  to:  (1)  programs  under  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act,  29  U.S.C. 
Section  1501  et.  seg.;  (2)  the  Work  Incentive  Demonstration  Program  under  Title  IV 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  42  U.S.C.  Section  645;  and  (3)  other  work  and  training 
programs  implemented  by  DOES.  Section  115(a)  of  the  Order  authorizes  the  Director 
of  DOES  to  place  orders  directly  under  federal  supply  contracts  for  goods  and 
services  up  to  $25,000. 

Section  1801.2,  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  delegates  to  the  Director 
of  DOES  small  purchase  authority  up  to  $10,000.  Goods  and  services  exceeding 
$10,000,  other  than  those  mentioned  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  must  be  procured  by 
the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS).  The  Contracts  Division  of^the 
Office  of  Finance,  has  primary  responsibility  for  conducting  the  procurement 
activities  of  DOES.  ' 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  if  the  procurement  activities  of  DOES  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
the  District's  procurement  regulations  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner 
during  the  period  October  1.  1992  through  May  31,  1993.  Audit  methods  employed 
included  discussions  with  officials  and  staff  of  DOES,  review  and  evaluation  of  DOES 
procurement  procedures  and  internal  controls,  and  detailed  testing  of  procurement 
transactions  which  we  selected  on  a  random  and  judgmental  basis. 

During  the  period  covered  by  our  review,  DOES  executed  about  826  contracts  and 
purchase  orders  totaling  about  $9.3  million  dollars.  We  selected  20  contracts 
totaling  $2.7  million  and  30  purchase  orders  totaling  about  $1.7  million  for  detailed 
testing.  The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  government 
auditing  standards  and  included  such  tests  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the 
circumstances. 
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INTERNAL  CONTROI, 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  Department  of  Employment  Services,  including  applicable 
internal  administrative  controls,  that  have  a  material  impact  on  the  results  of  the 
procurement  activities  of  the  Department,  to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to 
evaluate  the  system  as  required  by  generally  accepted  auditing  standards  for 
performance  audits  contained  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision), 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  In  planning  and  conducting 
our  review,  we  gave  consideration  to  the  concepts  of  materiality  and  control  risks. 
Wr  noted  no  matters  involving  the  internal  control  structure  and  its  operations  that 
we  consider  to  be  material  weaknesses. 

COMPLIANCE  '" 

Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  for  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing 
procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances.  The  results  of  our  tests 
indicate  that,  for  the  most  part,  DOES  was  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and 
regulations. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSION 

The  audit  disclosed  that  the  procurement  activities  of  the  Department  of 
Employment  Services  were,  for  the  most  part,  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985  and  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 
However,  we  noted  one  instance  in  which  DOES  exceeded  its  contracting  authority. 
This  matter  is  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report. 
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CONTRACTING  AUTHORITY  EXCEEDED 

During  the  audit,  we  reviewed  20  contracts  totaling  $2,761,555.  In  one 
instance,  DOES  exceeded  its  contracting  authority.  Mayor's  Order  90-178, 
Section  109(a)  delegates  contracting  authority  to  the  Director  of. DOES  to  contract 
for  supplies,  materials,  equipment  and  services  related  to  (a)  programs  under  the  Job 
Training  Partnership  Act,  29  U.S.C.  Section  1501  et.  seg.;  (b)  the  Work  Incentive 
Demonstration  Program  under  Title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  42  U.S.C.  Section 
645;  and  (c)  other  work  and  training  programs  implemented  by  DOES. 

In  the  one  instance  noted,  DOES  procured  goods  and  services  which  met  the 
general  administrative  needs  of  the  Department  as  opposed  to  specific  work  and 
training  programs.  The  contract  was  for  office  supplies  totaling  $272,557. 

It  is  clear  that  Mayor's  Order  90-178 'restricts  authority  greater  than  $10,000 
to  the  above  cited  work  and  training  programs.  Goods  and  services  costing  more  than 
,.10,000  to  be  used  for  DOES  general  agency  operations  must  be  procured  through  OAS 
(exceit  for  items  purchased  through  GSA  contracts  which  have  a  $25,000  limitation  as 
provided  by  Section  115(a)  of  Mayor's  Order  90-178).  DOES  was  cited  for  this  same 
deficiency  in  our  previous  audit  report  dated  October  31,  1990  (OIG  No.  9013-49). 

RECOMMENDATION 

We  recommend  that  the  Director  of  DOES  take  immediate  action  to  limit 
procurement  and  contracting  activities  to  the  authority  granted  by  Mayor's  Order  90- 
178,  regarding  goods  and  services  over  $10,000. 

AUDITOR'S  COMMENTS  ON  AGENCY  RESPONSE  TO  DRAFT  REPORT 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Employment  Services  for 
review  and  comment.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  DOES  response  indicating  that  action 
would  be  taken  in  the  future  to  identify,  in  the  contract,  the  specific  work  or 
training  program(s)  to  which  a  purchase  is  related.  The  response  also  states  that 
administrative  needs  are  a  part  of  the  agency's  29  work  and  training  programs,  and 
therefore  any  purchase  made  by  DOES  will  be  related  to  the  programs. 
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However,  this  position  is  contrary  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  Mayor's  Order 
90-178  as  well  as  the  basic  intent  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  to  more 
efficiently  and  economically  procure  goods  and  services  which  meet  the  general 
administrative  needs  of  all  District  agencies.  Mayor's  Order  90-178  does  not  grant 
unlimited  contracting  authority  to  any  District  agency  (other  than  DAS)  to  procure 
goods  and  services  for  general  administrative  purposes  in  excess  of  $10,000,  or 
S25,000  in  the  case  of  federal  supply  contracts.  The  authority  granted  in  Section 
109  of  the  Order  relates  to  goods  or  services  used  directly  in  the  above  programs, 
(i.e.,  training  contracts),  not  for  administrative  items  such  as  furniture,  rugs, 
pens,  pencils,  paper,  computers,  adding  machines,  etc.,  used  by  program  analysts, 
payroll  clerks,  accountants,  budget  officers  and  other  administrative  staff.  The 
purchase  of  these  itoms  when  procured  in  amounts  in  excess  of  $10,000;  or  $25,000 
when  procured  under  federal  supply  contracts,  must  be  procured  by  DAS. 

r  ■  ■ 

A  similar  situation  was  brought  to  the'attention  of  DOES  in  our  previous  report 

(OIG  No.  9013-49,  dated  October  31,  1990).   In  response  to  a  draft  of  that  report 

DOES  staged  that  immediate  action  would  be  taken  to  limit  procurement  and  contracting 

activities  tr  its  authority  as  interpreted  by  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  while 

seeking  a  formal  interpretation  from  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel. 

We  again  recommend  that  the  Director  of  Employment  Services  limit  procurement 
and  contracting  activities  regarding  goods  and  services  in  excess  of  $10,000,  to  the 
authority  granted  by  Mayor's  Order  90-178. 
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Department  of  Employment  Servicea 


Office  of  Ihe  Diiectot   •    Employment  Securily  Building    a   500  C  Street.  N.W.    a    Suite  600    *   Washinelon,  D.C.  20001 


SEP  27  1993 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:       Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 

FROM:      MaMi7^orrero 
Di:j'4itor 


SUBJECT:   Response  to  Draft  Report  -  Review  of  Procurement 

Activities  of  the  Department  of  Employment  Services 
(OIG  No.  9313-54) 


In  r-jsponse  to  your  draft  report  on  this  agency's  procurement 
activities  during  the  period  of  October  1,  1992  through  May  31, 
1993,  wherein  you  stated  that  we  exceeded  our  contracting  authority 
by  purchasing  goods  and  services  which  met  the  general 
administrative  needs  of  the  Department  aa  opposed  to  specific  work 
and  training  programs,  please  be  informed  that  we  agree  that  we 
failed  to  identify,  in  the  contract,  the  referenced  office  supplies 
as  being  in  support  of  our  work  and  training  programs.  In  the 
future  we  will  clearly  identify,  in  the  contract,  the.  specif ic  work 
or  training  program (s)  to  which  the  purchase  is  related. 

Also  be  informed  that  our  general  administrative  needs  are  a 
part  of  our  twenty-nine  (29)  work  and  training  programs.  Our  work 
and  training  programs  and  our  general  administrative  needs  are 
inseparable.  Within  that  context,  any  purchase  that  we  make  will 
be  related  to  a  work  or  training  program  as  authorized  in  Mayor's 
Order  90-178. 

We  do  not  contest  your  finding  that  this  agency  is  generally 
in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices 
Act  of  1985,  and  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 


SERVICE  ^^^  ^-Helping  People  Help  ThemMlvea" 
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Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


REVIEW  OF  PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSUMER  AND 

REGULATORY  AFFAIRS 

GIG  No.  9313-61   November  30,  1993 


THIS  REPORT  IS  TO  BE  USED 
FOR  OFFICIAL  PURPOSES  ONLY 

AND  HAY  NOT  BE  RELEASED 
WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR  APPROVAL 
OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  HcClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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«IS   l2rM  STMCCT    NW     NM    904 

WASHINGTON    DC       20004 


OIG  No.  9313-61 


To  the  Mayor: 

This  Is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  "Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs".  The 
review  was  made  in  accordance  with  the.  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement 
Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct 
an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracting 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs  (DCRA)  were  being 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for 
improving  compliance  with  District  procurement  regulations  relative  to  small  purchase 
procedures  and  contracting  authority. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  DCRA  response  to  our  draft  report  setting  forth 
corrective  action  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  report.  These 
actions,  when  Implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  Improvements. 


Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Assistant 
City  Administrator  for  Economic  Development;  the  Acting  Director,  Department  of 
Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs;  and  the  Director,  Department  of  Administrative 
Services. 


.^/f-^ 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 


Attachment 
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Review  of  Procurement  Activities 

of  the 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSUMER  AND  REGULATORY  AFFAIRS 


INTRODUCTION 


The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs. 
The  audit  was  performed  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices 
Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to 
annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out 
pursuant  to  the  Act.  ^ 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
sea.)  provides  In  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(1)  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs 

The  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs  (DCRA)  was  established  by 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  One  (1)  of  1983  to  protect  the  health,  safety  ,  and  welfare 
of  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia  through  regulation  of  business 
activities,  land  and  building  use,  professional  conduct  and  standards,  rental  housing 
and  condominiums,  health  and  social  service  care  facilities,  and  the  physical 
environment  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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Mayor's  Order  90-178,  as  amended,  delegates  to  the  Director  of  OCRA  contracting 
authority  with  respect  to  correction  of  nuisances  and  other  unlawful  conditions  on 
real  property;  construction  and  installation  of  means  of  egress;  taking  down, 
removing,  or  otherwise  making  safe  unsafe  structures  or  excavations;  and  repair, 
change  or  demolition  and  removal  of  Insanitary  buildings.  Section  115(a)  of  the 
Order  authorizes  the  Director  of  DCRA  to  place  orders  directly  under  federal  supply 
contracts  for  goods  and  services  up  to  $25,000. 

Section  1801.2,  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  delegates  to  the  Director, 
DCRA,  small  purchase  authority  up  to  $10,000.  Goods  and  services  exceeding  $10,000, 
other  than  those  mentioned  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  must  be  procured  by  the 
Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS).  The  Contracts  and  Procurement  Division 
of  the  Office  of  the  Controller  has  primary  responsibility  for  conducting  the 
procurement  activities  of  DCRA. 

OBJECTIVE.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  if  the  procurement  activities  of  DCRA  were 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and 
the  District's  procurement  regulations  and  in  an  efficient  and  economical  manner.  The 
audit  included  discussions  with  officials  and  staff  of  DCRA  and  a  review  of  DCRA 
policies,  procedures  and  records  related  to  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services 
from  October  1,  1992  through  July  31,  1993. 

During  the  period  covered  by  our  review,  the  Department  of  Consumer  and 
Regulatory  Affairs  executed  1,026  procurement  actions  totaling  about  $2.7  million. 
We  examined  90  procurement  actions,  selected  on  a  judgmental  basis,  totaling 
$665,884.  The  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing 
standards  and  included  such  tests  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs,  including 
applicable  internal  administrative  controls,  that  have  a  material  impact  on  the 
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results  of  procurement  activities,  to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate 
the  system  as  required  by  generally  accepted  auditing  standards  for  performance 
audits  contained  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision),  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  In  planning  and  conducting  our  audit,  we 
gave  consideration  to  the  concepts  of  materiality  and  control  risks.  We  noted  no 
matters  involving  the  internal  control  structure  and  its  operations  that  we  consider 
to  be  material  weaknesses. 

COMPLIANCE  -^ 

S 
Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing 
procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

Our  review  disclosed  that,  for  the  items  tested,  DCRA  was  not  always  in 
compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  With  respect  to  items  not  tested, 
nothing  came  to  our  attention  which  would  indicate  that  DCRA  was  in  compliance  with 
applicable  laws  and  regulations  to  a  greater  degree.  These  matters  are  discussed  in 
the  remainder  of  this  report  with  recommendations  for  improving  compliance  with  the 
District's  procurement  regulations. 

FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

NEED  TO  COMPLY  WITH  SMALL  PURCHASE  PROCEDURES 

Our  review  of  75  small  purchases  ($10,000  or  less)  totaling  $580,582  disclosed 
that  41  procurement  actions  totaling  $313,480  (54%)  failed  to  comply  with  the 
regulations  governing  prohibition  of  splitting  of  a  procurement  requirement  or 
competition  in  small  purchase  procurement.  Title  27  DCMR,  Chapter  18,  Small  Purchase 
and  Other  Simplified  Purchase  Procedures,  provides  the  regulations  governing  small 
purchase  procedures. 
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Splitting  of  Procurements 

Our  review  disclosed  nine  (9)  instances  where  procurement  requirements  were 
split  in  order  to  avoid:  (a)  DCRA's  small  purchase  limitation  of  $10,000,  (b)  the 
$25,000  limitation  on  orders  placed  directly  under  federal  supply  contracts;  and/or, 
(c)  the  requirement  that  purchases  of  ADP  equipment  and  services  in  excess  of  $10,000 
be  approved  by  DAS  prior  to  contract  execution. 

Section  1801.2  of  the  D.C.  Procurement  Regulations  (DCPR)  authorizes  DCRA  small 
purchase  contracting  authority  of  $10,000.'  Section  1800.6  of  the  DCPR  provides  that 
a  procurement  requirement  shall  not  be  parcelled,  split,  divided  or  purchased  over 
a  period  of  time  in  order  to  avoid  the  dollar  limitations  for  use  of  small  purchase 
procedures.  Section  201. (b)  of  Mayor's  Order  90-178  requires  contracting  officers 
to  obtain  DAS  approval  for  contracts  over  $10,000  involving  the  purchase  of  ADP 
equipment  and  services  prior  to  contract  execution.  Section  115(a)  of  the  Order 
authorizes  contracting  officers  to  place  orders  directly  under  federal  supply 
contracts  for  goods  and  services  up  to  $25,000. 

In  one  instance,  we  noted  that  a  procurement  requirement  involving  ADP  equipment 
in  the  amount  of  $41,000  was  split  into  five  (5)  purchase  orders  which  were  issued 
to  the  same  vendor  on  the  same  day.  We  were  informed  that  the  procurements  were 
split  in  order  to  shorten  the  procurement  time  by  bypassing  DAS  involvement  in  the 
processing  of  and  approval  of  procurement  actions  exceeding  $10,000. 

Non-Competitive  Procurement 

Our  review  disclosed  25  instances  where  goods  and  services  totaling  $189,123 
were  purchased  from  single  sources  without  any  evidence  that  reasonable  efforts  were 
made  to  obtain  competition;  or,  that  a  written  determination  and  findings  was 
prepared  justifying  sole  source  procurement.  As  a  result,  the  procurement  actions 
were  not  justified  and  goods  and  services  may  not  have  been  purchased  in  the  most 
efficient  and  economical  manner. 

Section  1803.1  of  the  DCPR  provides  that,  for  each  procurement  in  an  amount  over 
$250,  the  contracting  officer  shall  solicit  quotations  from  at  lease  three  (3) 
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sources  to  promote  competition  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  Section  1803.2 
provides  that  in  no  instance  shall  the  contracting  officers  solicit  from  fewer  than 
two  (2)  sources  unless  a  sole  source  procurement  is  justified  in  writing. 

CONTRACTING  AUTHORITY 

Our  review  disclosed  seven  (7)  instances  where  an  employee,  who  had  not  been 
delegated  contracting  authority,  signed  purchase  orders  In  the  absence  of  one  of 
DCRA's  three  (3)  contracting  officers.  Section  105(a)  of  the  Procurement  Practices 
Act  prohibits  any  department,  agency,  or  employee  to  exercise  any  procurement 
authority  other  than  the  authority  delegated  by  the  Act.  Section  1002.4  of  the  DCPR 
provides  that  the  delegation  of  contracting  authority  by  an  agency  head,  to  an 
official  under  his  or  her  administrative  control,  must  be  in  writing  and  Include 
clear  instructions  regarding  the  limitations  of  the  contracting  authority  being 
delegated. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To  improve  compliance  with  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  the  District's 
procurement  regulations,  we  recommend  that  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Consumer 
and  Regulatory  Affairs  take  administrative  action  to  ensure  that: 

Procurement  requirements  are  not  split  into  small  purchases  in  order  to  avoid 
provisions  of  the  procurement  regulations; 

Maximum  competition  is  obtained  in  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services  or  sole 
source  procurement  is  properly  justified  in  writing;  and. 

All  contracts  including  purchase  orders  are  executed  only  by  duly  authorized 
contracting  officers. 

In  addition,  consideration  should  be  given  to  reassignment  or  termination  of 
procurement  and  contracting  responsibilities;  or  other  corrective  measures  including 
adverse  action  in  those  cases  where  continued  non-compliance  with  the  District's 
procurement  regulations  exist. 
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AGENCY  COMMENTS 

A  draft  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory 
Affairs  for  review  and  comment.  Attached  Is  a  copy  of  the  DCRA  response  which  sets 
forth  corrective  actions  taken  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  in  the  draft  report. 
These  actions,  when  implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSUMER  AND   REGULATORY  AFFAIRS 
Office    Of   TMC    OlKtCTOH 


OIG  No.  9313-61 
ATTACHMENT 


NOV  2  3  1993 


MEMORANDUM 
TO       : 

FROM     : 

SUBJECT   : 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General  ■!- 

Hampton  Cross  ^^^^  (^Z^ 
Acting  Director^'     ' 

Response  to  Audit  of  DCRA  Procurement  Activities 
(OIG  No.  9313-61  ) 


Following  are  our  comments  regarding  matters  discussed  in  the" 
report  and  corrective  actions  taken  and  planned.   We  believe  these 
actions  will  bring  about  the  recommended  improvements. 

Finding  No.   1  -Need  to  Comply  With  Small  Purchase  Procedures 


Response 


Immediate  action  has  been 

department  will  adhere  to 

purchasing.   The  instance 

have  given  the  appearance 

the  exception  rather  than 

practice  of  the  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory 

Affairs  to  split  purchase  orders  to  avoid  adhering 

to  procurement  procedures  and  regulations. 


taken  to  assure  that  the 
the  $10,000.00  limit  on 
cited  in  the  report  may 
of  wrongdoing,  but  it  was 
the  rule.   It  is  not  the 


Finding  No.   2  -  Splitting  of  Procurements 


Response 


Immediate  action  has  been  taken  to  assure  that  the 
Department  will  adhere  to  the  $10,000.00  limit  on 
purchasing.   We  note,  however,  that  the  department 
is  hindered  seriously  by  the  $10,000  limitation  on 
contracting  authority.   Accordingly,  we  believe  the 
department's  contracting  authority  should  be  in- 
creased minimally  to  $100,000.   This  would  militate 
against   the  necessity  of  having  to  split  procurements 
in  order  to  expedite  procurement  requests. 
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Finding  No.   3  -  Non-Competitive  Procurement 

Response         In  reviewing  the  twenty-five  purchase  orders,  at 

issue,  we  recognize  that  these  deficiencies  occurred 
because  of  demands  made  on  the  limited  staff  of  four. 
This  small  staff  processed  1,105  procurement  actions, 
totalling  $3,139,244.42  for  FY  93.   Issuing  of 
District-wide  Term  Contracts,  by  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services,  for  services  required  by  thi; 
department  would  help  eliminate  the  use  of  repeated 
procurements.   However,  we  have  taken  corrective  actio 
to  insure  compliance  with  the  competitive  bidding  pro- 
cedures. 

FThdTng  No.   4  -  CONTRACTING  AUTHORITY 

Response         This  procedure  has  been  corrected  by  having  all 
pjrchase  orders  approved  and  signed  by  the 
Contracting  Officer  in  the  Contracts  and  Procurement 
Division.  However,  in  the  absence  of  the  Contracting 
Officer,  the  Senior  Contract  Specialist  has  been 
delegated  signature  authority  not  to  exceed  $5,000.00. 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General 


REVIEW  OF 
PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

D.C.  FIRE  AND  EMERGENCY 

MEDICAL  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 

OIG  No.  9313-16    September  8,  1993 


THIS  REPOP  IS  TO  BE  USED  FOR 

OFFICIAL  PURPOSES  ONLY  AND  MAY 

NOT  BE  RELEASED  WITHOUT  THE  PRIOR 

APPROVAL  OF  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 


orricc  or  tm«  inspcctoh  ocMtnAL 


September  8,  1993 


KC»t.V   TO 

419   IITM  STIICKT.   N  W     KM    SOA 
WASHINOTON    OC     20004 


OIG  No.  9313-16 


To  the  Mayor: 

This  Is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  'Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  D.C.  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department 
(FEHSO).*  The  review  was  conducted  In  accordance  with  the  Procurement  Practices  Act 
of  1985,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all 
procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 


The  audit  was  conducted  to  determine  If  the  procurement  activities  of  the  D.C. 
Fire  Department  were  carried  out  In  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Procurement  Practices  Act  and  the  District's  Procurement  Regulations  and  were  carried 
out  In  an  efficient  and  economical  manner.  We  placed  special  emphasis  on  reviewing 
FEMSO's  procedures  for  monitoring  contracts.  The  report  contains  recommendations  to 
maintain  adequate  procurement  records,  and  to  better  manage  the  agency's  small 
purchases.  We  further  recommended  that  one  contract  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether 
the  agency  received  adequate  services  and  that  FEHSD  consider  assuming  responsibility 
for  ambulance  billing,  a  function  now  contracted  out.  Further  FEHSD  should  assure 
that  special  emphasis  be  made  by  the  contractor  in  collecting  overdue  accounts  which 
we  estimate  to  be  around  $40  million.  Included  is  a  copy  of  the  agency's  response 
to  our  draft  report. 

Unless  otherwise  notified  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Acting 
Chief,  D.C.  Fire  Department  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department;  and  the 
Director,  Acting  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 


471 


REVIEW  OF 
PROCUREMENT  ACTIVITIES 

OF  THE 

D.C.  FIRE  AND  EMERGENCY 

MEDICAL  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  D.C.  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department  (FEMSD).  The 
audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act 
of  1985  (the  Act),  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Inspector  General  to  annually 
conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to 
the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  Section  1-1181 
et^_seg.,  1986  Supp.)  establishes  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  manaaement  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  an-j  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  thf  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(  )  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  jf  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  (27  DCMR),  effective 
February  26,  1988,  provides  the  rules  and  regulations  for  procurement  activities  of 
the  District  government. 

The  Fire  Department 

The  Fire  Department  was  established  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5,  effective 
June  18,  1953  to  provide  maximum  protection  of  life  and  property  in  the  District 
through  the  prevention  of  fires,  the  extinguishing  of  fires  that  do  occur,  and  the 
operation  of  the  emergency  ambulance  service.  To  provide  the  necessary  support  for 
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these  activities.  Mayor's  Order  86-45  dated  March  18,  1986,  delegated  $5,000  in  small 
purchase  contracting  authority  to  the  Fire  Department  with  provisions  for  contracting 
up  to  $10,000  through  the  Office  of  the  City  Administrator.  Mayor's  Order  89-27, 
dated  February  7,  1989  delegated  $10,000  in  small  purchase  contracting  authority  to 
the  Fire  Department.  The  Fire  Chief  has  delegated  $10,000  in  small  purchase 
contracting  authority  to  the  Department's  Supply  Management  Officer  and  the  Inventory 
Management  Specialist,  and  $800  was  redelegated  to  the  Battalion  Fire  Chief  assigned 
to  the  Apparatus  Division. 

PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 

Our  review  was  conducted  to  determine  if  the  procurement  transactions  at  the 
FEMSD  were  carried  out  in  the  most  efficient  and  economical  manner  and  in  accordance 
with  the  Procurement  Practices  Act.  Further,  we  determined  the  adequacy  of 
corrective  actions  taken  in  response  to  deficiencies  noted  in  our  previous  audit 
reports.  Our  review  covered  the  period  October  1,  1991  to  March  31,  1993  (FY  1992 
and  1st  half  of  FY  1993).  Our  review  included  discussions  with  officials  and  staff 
of  the  FEMSD  and  reviews  of  selected  contracts  administered  by  the  Department.  The 
audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  genr^-ally  accepted  governmental  auditing 
standards  and  included  such  test  checks  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the 
circumstances. 

Internal  Control 

As  part  of  our  audit,  we  have  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure,  including  applicable  internal  administrative  controls  used  to 
ensure  compliance  with  laws  and  regulations  that  have  a  material  Impact  on  the 
results  of  procurement  activities,  to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate 
the  system  as  required  by  generally  accepted  auditing  standards  for  performance 
audits  contained  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision)',  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

The  management  of  the  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department  (FEMSD)  i$ 
responsible  for  establishing  and  maintaining  an  internal  control  structure.  In 
fulfilling  this  recponsibility,  estimates  and  judgments  by  management  are  required 
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to  assess  the  expected  benefits  and  related  costs  of  an  internal  control  structure 
policies  and  procedures.  The  objectives  of  an  internal  control  structure  are  to 
provide  management  with  reasonable,  but  not  absolute,  assurance  that  assets  are 
safeguarded  against  loss  from  unauthorized  use  or  disposition,  and  that  transactions 
are  executed  in  accordance  with  management's  authorization  and  recorded  properly. 
Because  of  inherent  limitations  in  any  internal  control  structure,  errors  or 
irregularities  may  nevertheless  occur  and  not  be  detected.  Also,  projection  of  any 
evaluation  of  the  structure  to  future  periods  is  subject  to  the  rislc  that  procedures 
may  become  inadequate  because  of  changes  in  conditions  or  that  the  effectiveness  of 
the  design  and  operation  of  policies  and  procedures  may  deteriorate. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  report,  we  have  classified  the  significant  Internal 
control  structure  policies  and  procedures  in  the  following  categories:  solicitation 
of  bids  and  proposals,  and  contract  awards.  For  all  of  the  internal  control 
structure  categories  listed  above,  we  obtained  an  understanding  of  the  design  of 
relevant  policies  and  procedures  and  whether  they  have  been  placed  in  operations,  and 
we  assessed  control  rislc. 

A  mterial  weakness  is  a  rciortable  condition  in  which  the  design  or  operation 
of  the  specific  internal  control  structure  elements  does  not  reduce  to  a  relatively 
low  level  the  risk  that  errors  or  irregularities  in  amounts  that  would  be  material 
in  relation  to  the  procurement  actions  reviewed  may  not  be  detected  within  a  timely 
period  by  employees  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions. 

Our  consideration  of  the  internal  control  structure  would  not  necessarily 
disclose  all  matters  in  the  internal  control  structure  that  might  be  reportable 
conditions  and,  accordingly,  would  not  necessarily  disclose  all  reportable  conditions 
that  are  also  considered  to  be  material  weaknesses  as  defined  above.  We  noted  no 
matters  involving  the  internal  control  structure  and  its  operations  that  we  consider 
to  be  material  weaknesses  as  defined  above. 
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Compliance 

Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
Issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing  procedures  as  we 
considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

The  results  of  our  tests  indicate  that,  for  the  Items  tested,  the  FEMSD  was 
substantially  in  compliance  with  the  applicable  laws  and  regulations  with  exception 
to  those  deficiencies  noted  in  this  report.  With  respect  to  procurement  transactions 
not  tested,  nothing  came  to  our  attention  which  would  Indicate  that  the  Fire 
Department  was  not  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSION 

We  found  that  FEMSD  was  substantially  in  compliance  with  the  District's 
procurement  regulations.  However,  we  did  note  several  deficiencies  which,  in  our 
opinion,  are  in  need  of  immediate  corrective  action.  We  found  that  procurement 
records  in  FEMSD's  Procurement  Section  were  not  being  adequately  maintained  and  in 
some  instances  procurement  transactions  were  questionable.  Further,  there  appeared 
to  be  a  lack  of  adequate  monitoring  of  contracts,  and  a  need  for  FEMSD  officials  to 
reevaluate  whether  certain  services  should  continue  to  be  contracted  out.  A 
discussion  of  these  matters  follows:  ~ 

INADEQUATE  RECORDS  MAINTENANCE 

Our  test  check  of  the  records  maintained  at  the  agency's  Procurement  Section 
disclosed  many  transactions  that  were  not  adequately  supported  by  required 
documentation.  The  FEMSD  employs  a  requisition  system  wherein  the  preparation  and 
approval  of  the  requisition  initiates  the  procurement  action.  The  requisition 
provides  assurance  to  the  procurement  agents  that  the  goods  and  services  requested 
are  proper  and  necessary.  In  this  regard,  we  noted  that  27%  of  the  purchase  orders 
reviewed  did  not  have  a  requisition  on  file.  In  addition: 


475 


-5-  OIG  No.  9313-16 

Fifty-five  percent  (55%)  of  the  purchase  orders  did  not  Have  documentation  on 
file  to  indicate  that  the  procurements  were  made  competitively. 

Where  the  purchase  orders  indicated  that  the  purchase  was  made  from  an  only 
available  source  (Sole  Source),  a  properly  completed  and  approved  "Determination 
and  Finding"  (O&F)  was  not  on  file. 

The  Inventory  Management  Specialist  informed  us  that  many  of  the  documents  we 
found  missing  had  actually  been  prepared  and  forwafded  to  the  Procurement  Unit. 
However,  because  of  workload,  had  not  been  filed  with  the  official  purchase  order 
records . 

District  procurement  regulations  require  that  all  procurements  be  properly 
approved  and  be  made  competitively.  To  assure  compliance  with  this  requireaent, 
agencies  are  to  prepare  and  maintain  adequate  documentation  in  support  of  the 
transactions.  This  documentation  should  be  available  for  review  and  analysis. 
Failure  to  maintain  adequate  records  seriously  hinders  the  District'-i  ability  to 
assure  effective  and  economical  procurement  practices  at  the  agency  level. 

QUESTIONABLE  PROCUREMENT  TRANSACTIONS 

During  our  review  of  purchase  orders,  we  found  certain  transactions  which  were 
questionable  or  indicated  avoidance  of  established  procedures.  We  found  that: 

1.  Blanket  Purchase  Authorities  (BPA)  are  being  issued  to  suppliers  without 
obtaining  required  price  commitments  from  the  vendors  or  other  required 
documentation.  Section  1810,  Title  27  DCMR  sets  forth' certain  requirements 
for  issuing  BPA's.  These  requirements  include: 

A  statement  that  the  supplier  will  furnish  supplies  or  services, 
described  In  general  terms,  If  and  when  requested  by  the  Contracting 
Officer  during  a  specified  period  and  within  a  stipulated  total 
amount. 
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A  statement  that  the  District  is  obligated  only  to  the  extent  that 
authorized  purchases  are  actually  made  under  the  BPA; 

A  statement  that  the  prices  to  the  District  shall  be  as  low  or  lower 
than  those  charged  to  the  supplier's  most  favored  customer  for 
comparable  quantities  under  similar  terms  and  conditions;  in  addition 
to  any  discounts  for  prompt  payment. 

A  statement  that  specifies  the  dollar  limitation  for  purchases  under 
the  BPA.  (Not  to  exceed  the  agency's  small  purchase  authority.) 

Other  documentation  such  as  the  establishment  of  order  forms  containing 
certain  information;  accounting  documents  etc,  are  also  required  and  were 
also  not  being  maintained. 

In  our  opinion,  BPA's  established  by  the  FEMSD  were  done  for  expediency  and 
to  establish  some  contractual  commitments  from  favored  vendors,  devoid  of 
meaningful  competition.  Further,  establishing  a  BPA  with  a  vendor  requires 
the  same  competitive  procedures  as  regular  procurements. 

Miscellaneous  payments  were  being  made  for  purchases  of  goods  and  services 
for  amounts  in  excess  of  $250.  In  some  instances,  the  expenditures 
amounted  to  as  much  as  $2,000.  Transactions  of  this  type  should  have  been 
made  through  the  normal  procurement  process.  Management  should  take  action 
to  keep  transactions  of  this  type  to  a  minimum. 

In  some  instances,  it  appears  that  purchase  orders  were  split  to  avoid 
exceeding  the  agency's  small  purchase  authority.  In  one  instance,  we  noted 
purchases  of  up  to  $32,000  from  a  single  vendor,  split  into  4  separate 
purchase  orders.  Where  purchases  from  one  vendor  are  expected  to  exceed 
the  agency's  small  purchase  authority  or  where  purchases  are  consistently 
made  from  a  vendor,  contracts  should  be  negotiated  through  the  Department 
of  Administrative  Services. 
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In  our  opinion,  the  emergency  nature  of  operations  in  the  FEMSD  required  that 
the  procurement  of  goods  and  services  be  expedited  in  many  instances.  This,  coupled 
with  FEMSD's  limited  procurement  authority  was  the  major  contributing  factor  in  many 
of  the  above  noted  deficiencies.  We  believe  that  many  of  the  above  deficiencies 
could  be  eliminated  if  FEMSD's  procurement  autnority  was  increased. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Fire  Chief  take  administrative  action  to: 

—  require  that  each  procurement  be  adequately  documented  to  assure  that  the 
transactions  are  proper  and  were  made  in  the  most  economical  manner.  Where 
sole  source  procurements  are  made,  a  properly  complete  "Determination  and 
Findings"  should  be  prepared  and  included  in  the  files. 

—  assure  that  miscellaneous  expenditures  for  goods  and  services  over  $250  are 
kept  at  a  minimum,  limiting  this  type  of  transaction  to  emergency 
situations. 

—  better  estimate  procurement  needs  from  vendors  to  avoid  exceeding  the 
agency's  procurement  authority.  Where  needs  are  estimated  to  exceed  that 
authority,  other  procurement  methods  should  be  utilized. 

—  request  that  FEMSD's  procurement  authority  be  increased  to  a  level 
sufficient  to  meet  the  emergency  needs  of  the  Department. 

CONTRACT  ADMINISTRATION 

Our  review  of  procurement  transactions  included  a  review  of  contracts  which  were 
either,  entered  into,  or  in  effect  during  our  audit  period.  This  review  focused  on 
the  adequacy  of  contracting  procedures  and  FEMSD's  effectiveness  in  determining  that 
goods  and  services  contracted  for,  were  actually  received.  Contractual  procurements 
in  FEMoD,  for  the  most  part,  involved  matnly  the  purchase  of  goods  and  based  on  our 
test  results,  were  performed  adequately  with  no  significant  deficiencies  other  than 
those  noted  elsewhere  in  this  report. 
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Where  there  were  contracts  for  services,  we  noted  that  all  significant  contracts 
were  processed  through  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  and  as  such  the 
major  procurement  aspects  of  these  contracts  are  not  addressed  in  this  report. 
FEMSD's  most  significant  activities  related  to  these  contracts  involved  monitoring 
the  activities  of  the  contractors  to  assure  the  receipt  of  contracted  services.  In 
reviewing  this  activity,  we  noted  that  two  of  the  contracts  reviewed  by  our  office 
in  our  previous  audits  were  still  in  effect  during  this  audit  period.  In  both 
Instances,  our  previous  audit  noted  deficiencies  in  monitoring  contractors 
activities.  During  our  current  audit,  we  found  that  actions  recommended  previously 
to  improve  contract  monitoring  in  many  instances  had  not  been  taken.  The  two 
contracts  in  question,  one  with  the  Associated  Publ  ic  Safety  Communications  Officers, 
Inc.  (APCO)  to  provide  training  in  emergency  call  taking  and  the  other,  a  contract 
with  Lockheed  Information  Management  Services  (Lockheed)  to  provide  collection 
services  for  ambulance  billing,  are  discussed  below. 

Associated  Public  Safety  Communications  Officers  Inc.  (APCO) 

This  contract  was  entered  into  on  September  16,  1991.  The  purpose  of  the 
contract  was  to  provide  training  for  emergency  calltakers  and  dispatchers.  The  terms 
of  the  contract  sets  forth  specific  quantifiable  requirements.  During  our  last 
audit,  we  noted  that  the  contractor  was  not  adhering  to  those  requirements.  At  that 
time,  we  found  that  there  was  to  be  a  significant  decrease  in  the  number  of  hours  of 
instruction  given  by  APCO.  This  we  were  informed  was  a  modification  approved  by 
FEMSO  and  APCO  officials.  However,  no  written  modification  to  the  contract  was 
prepared.  Further,  we  noted  that  the  site  where  the  training  occurred  belonged  to 
'the  District  and  would  not  require  the  payment  of  rent.  This  would  reduce  the  cost 
of  the  contract  since  rental  payments  were  included  in  the  contract  costs.  Other 
requirements  such  as  student  progress  reports,  final  student  analysis  and  final  test 
results  had  not  been  provide  to  FEMSO  by  APCO.  We  recommended  that  appropriate 
action  be  taken  to  rectify  these  deficiencies. 

Our  current  review  of  the  contract  and  related  corrective  actions  taken  was 
somewhat  hampered  because  since  our  last  audit  the  contract  expired  and  the  Contract 
Administrator  for  this  contract  retired  from  FEMSO,  and  was  not  available  for  us  to 
interview.  However,  agency  officials  did  contact  the  former  contract  administrator 
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in  an  attempt  to  acquire  all  available  information.  From  information  obtained,  we 
question  whether  FEMSD  received  services  commensurate  with  payments  made  to  the 
contractor.  We  noted  that,  as  previously  stated,  the  curriculum  to  be  provided  by 
APCO  was  significantly  reduced.  However,  this  reduction  in  services  was  not  met  with 
a  commensurate  reduction  in  contract  costs.  We  found  that  the  original  contract 
called  for  a  total  of  24,720  hours  of  training  to  be  administered  @  80  employees  for 
304  hours  each  and  an  additional  10  (ten)  tmployees  for  40  hours  of  specialized 
training.  Actual  training  provided  by  the  contractor  amounted  to  a  total  of  only 
4,640  hours  (92  participants  0  40  hours  each  and  an  additional  30  participants  0  32 
hours  for  specialized  training).  From  information  in  the  files,  we  believe  that  some 
modification  to  the  training  schedule  could  have  possibly  been  made  with  minimal 
erosion  to  the  quality  of  the  course  presented  and  probably  could  have  been  justified 
without  monetary  adjustments.  However,  in  this  instance,  the  magnitude  of  the 
curriculum  reductions,  in  our  opinion,  amounted  to  a  total  restructuring  of  contract 
services.  Such  modifications  should  have  rendered  the  contract  void,  which  would 
have  required  that  the  contract  be  readvertised  for  bid  or  proposal.  We  believe  that 
had  this  been  done,  FEMSD  would  have  realized  a  significant  savings. 

Since  this  was  not  done,  we  found  it  necessary  to  perform  a  li;  ited  evaluation 
to  determine  whether  FEMSD  received  services  commensurate  with  payments  made.  In 
this  regard,  the  results  of  our  evaluation  indicate  that  the  contractor  was  overpaid. 
Further,  we  are  concerned  that  even  though  APCO  provided  FEMSD  with  a  final  grades 
for  each  participant,  they  have  still  not  provided  student  evaluations  as  required. 
Because  this  matter  was  discussed  in  our  last  report  and  specific  recommendations 
were  made  for  FEMSD  to  acquire  this  information,  we  question  why  final  payment  was 
authorized  and  made  to  the  contractor. 

At  this  point,  FEMSD  officials  need  to  conduct  a  detail  evaluation  of  services 
actually  provided  by  APCO  to  determine  what  should  have  been  paid  to  the  contractor. 
Such  evaluation  should  include  a  comparison  of  the  quality  of  course  presentation  and 
material  actually  provided  to  contractual  requirements,  including  hours  of  course 
presentation  and  student  evaluations.  If,  in  fact,  FEMSD  conclusions  are  the  same 
as  ours,  and  an  overpayment  did  occur^  administrative  action  should  be  taken  to 
obtain  a  refund. 
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Ambulance  Fee  Billing  Contract 

This  contract  is  with  Lockheed  Information  Management  Services  (Lockheed)  who 
provides  a  collection  service  for  ambulance  fees.  The  current  contract  has  been  In 
effect  since  1986,  utilizing  option  year  provisions  of  the  contract,  and  more 
recently  (since  March  1991)  continuing  the  contract  on  an  "emergency  basis. 

During  our  last  audit,  we  reviewed  the  status  of  this  contract  and  questioned 
whether  the  Emergency  Ambulance  Bureau  (EAB)  of  FEMSO  was  adequately  monitoring  the 
contract  since  there  were  no  standards  or  criteria  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of 
the  collection  process.  At  that  time,  we  noted  that  the  rate  of  collections  had 
dipped  below  40%  during  1991,  which  was  lower  than  previous  periods.  Agency 
officials  attributed  this  reduction  to  the  new  increase  in  ambulance  fees  which 
occurred  during  1991.  Even  though  ambulance  fees  increased,  the  criteria  used  by 
Medicaid,  Medicare  and  insurance  carriers  for  calculating  covered  services  did  not 
change,  thereby  causing  the  collection  rate  to  decline. 

Our  current  review  of  the  records  for  collections  indicated  that  the  collection 
rate  has  again  dropped  and  is  approximately  28%  of  the  total  dollar  value  of  fees 
billed.  From  January  1992  to  March  1993  (15  months)  ambulance  fees  billed  amounted 
to  $20,800,000,  of  which  only  $5,800,000  was  collected.  During  this  period,  $15 
million  in  ambulance  fees  went  uncollected.  A  further  examination  of  financial 
reports  submitted  to  FEMSD  by  Lockheed  indicated  that,  for  the  most  part,  collection 
actions  are  focused  on  current  billings  and  little  or  no  collection  effort  is  devoted 
to  overdue  accounts.  In  fact,  Lockheed  was  not  providing  EAB  officials  with  accounts 
receivable  information  showing  the  cumulative  total  of  uncoil ected/overdue  accounts. 
From  information  we  reviewed,  we  estimate  that  uncollected  ambulance  bills  could 
amount  to  as  much  as  $40  million.  Based  on  the  above,  we  believe  that  FEMSD 
officials  should  reconsider  their  collection  needs. 

We  question  whether  FEMSD  needs  a  contractor  to  process  current  billings  since 
much  of  the  work  required  to  process  the  bills  is  performed  by  EAB  employees  who 
gather  and  assimilate  information  which  is  then  computerized  on  the  EAB  computerized 
system.  In  our  opinion,  modifications  could  be  made  to  EAB's  computerized  system 
which  would  enable  them  to  process  and  mail  current  ambulance  bills.   During  our 
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audit  period,  FEMSD  paid  Lockheed  over  $868,000  for  current  billing  services.  We 
believe  that  a  significant  portion  of  these  funds  could  be  saved  by  FEMSD/EAB 
assuming  responsibility  for  initial  billing  of  ambulance  fees.  Contractual 
collection  efforts  should  be  focused  on  overdue  accounts. 

FEMSD  officials  informed  us  that  a  new  billing  and  collection  contract  is 
currently  in  the  process  of  being  issued  by  DAj.  This  contract  will  provide  for 
increased  emphasis  on  collecting  overdue  accounts. 

During  this  next  contract  period,  FEMSD  officials  should  determine  the 
feasibility  of  performing  current  ambulance  billings  in-house.  Further,  EAB  should 
maintain  management  oversight  of  collection  efforts  by  the  contractor  to  assure  the 
effectiveness  of  overdue  account  collection. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Fire  Chief  take  administrative  action  to: 

—  have  agency  officials  evaluate  services  received  from  APCO  and  determine 
whether  services  received  were  commensurate  with  payments  made.  Action 
should  be  taken  to  collect  overpayments  from  APCO  should  this  evaluation 
show  such  a  difference. 

—  have  agency  officials  determine  the  feasibility  of  performing  current 
ambulance  billings  in-house. 

~  monitor  the  collection  of  overdue  ambulance  billings  to  assure  that 
adequate  collection  efforts  are  being  taken  by  the  contractor. 

CONCLUSION 

This  report  was  discussed  with  officials  of  FEMSD  who  concurred  with  our 
recommendations.  In  addition,  FEMSD  officials  provided  us  with  a  written  response 
(attached)  setting  forth  corrective  actions  taken  or  planned.  These  actions,  when 
implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  improvements. 
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ATTACHrltNT 
D.C.-44  OIG  No.   9313-16 

APRIL    1980 

Memorandum  •  Covemment  of  the  District  of  Columbia 


DeparUnenJ,  Fire    &    EMS 

TO:  Samuel   McClendon,    Esq.  Agency,  OCBce:     ADM 

Inspector  General 


FROM: 


JSS  il.Tit.llT/0^^^^         """  -  2  SEP  1993 


SUBJECT:  Draft  Report  -  Review  of  Procurement  Activities  of  the  D.C. 
Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department 
(GIG  No.  9313-16) 

The  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department  has  reviewed  the 
draft  audit  report  on  its  procurement  activities  and  concurs  with 
its  findings.  The  following  represents  the  department's  response 
to  the  findings  and  recommendation  given  in  the  audit  report. 

Procurement  Documentation 

The  lack  of  documentation  noted  in  the  report  was  due  to  staff 
limitations.  The  records  were  complete,  however,  not  always 
recorded  in  the  appropriate  file.  The  department  will  take 
corrective  action,  within  its  resources,  to  ensure  the  proper 
maintenance  of  all  procurement  records. 

Miscellaneous  Expenditures 

The  department  will  implement  procedures  to  ensure  that  all 
procurement  activities  include  miscellaneous  costs  when 
documentation  is  processed  for  purchases. 

Exceeding  Procurement  Authority  - 

When  estimated  needs  exceed  the  department's  authority,  the  proper 
procurement  methods  will  be  taken.  In  addition,  the  department 
will  make  a  request  to  increase  its  procurement  authority. 

Contract  Administration 

The  issue  of  contract  administration  and  monitoring  has  been 

addressed  in  the  past.'  The  department  has  developed  policies  in 

this  area  (see  attached)  and  will  reiterate  to  its  managers  that 

these  policies  shall  be  adhered  to.   In  addition,  the  department 

"^H  train  its  managers  in  the  are^  of  contract  administration  and 

monitoring. 

In  reference  to  APCO,  action  is  being  taken  to  concur  will  the 
report's  recommendation. 
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In-House  Ambulance  Billing 

The  department's  current  resources  arp  nnt-  <^„ffi     • 

ambulance  billing.    Addition  personnel  anH^^^f^  ^°  perform 

required  for  set  up  and  operational  cCCts.      '""^^"^  """^'^  ^« 

gpllection  of  Overdue  Ambulance  BllUno 

contracting  out  the  collection  of^  i-k  ^^P^^^-^^nt:  is  considering 
the  contractor  with  a^^'s'o^'^c^o^ris^/iorf^o^  l^olnlTo'olill.ir'''''^ 

Revenue  and  the  Corporation  Counsel  /n.'.  Department  of  Finance  S 
due  ambulance  bills  to  vehicle  Sis?ration^"'^c';  ^°  ^"^^^  P^^^ 
reciprocal  relationship  with  cont?qlous  iu°i  ''^^-^^  ''^  ^"""^  ^^  ^ 
of  Virginia  and  Maryland  will  also^be  Included     "^'  ^^^^'^^"'^^^ 
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D.C.  F/RE and  EMS  DEPARTMENT 

WMli/nflton.  D.C.  —  *  w  # 


Procurement.  Contracts  and  Su 


Monitoring  and  Contracting 
Subject:    For  Goods  and  Services 


Policy  No. : 

Effective  Date:  August  3  1992 


ZX. 


III. 


PtJRPOSE;  The  purpose  of  this  policy  and  procedures  is  to  provide  J 
guidance  for  establishing,  maintaining,  and  monitoring  contracts  for  & 
goods  and  services.  I 

POLICY!  It  is  the  policy  of  the  D.C.  Fire  and  EMS  Department  to  enter  "^ 
Into  written  contractual  agreements  with  all  vendors  prior  to  the  "S 
delivery  of  goods  and  services.  Written  contracts  are  required  by  D.C.^ 
Law  8-258  and  are  essential  to  the  efficient  and  accurate  payments  of  < 
vendors .  i 


APPLICABILITY! 
EMS  Department. 


This  Order  applies  to  all  employees  of  the  O.C.Fire  and  ■ 


IV.  AUTHORITY;  In  accordance  with  DCMR  Title  27,  Contracts  and 
Procurements,  Chapter  40,  Quality  Assurance,  the  agency's  Procurement 
and  Contrac::ing  Officer  is  given  the  authority  to  monitor  t  le  serv^lces 
received  through  contracts.   Contract  Adainlstratora  shall  make 
reconmendatlons  to  the  agency's  Prociirement/Contractlng  Officer 
regarding  the  purchaso,  cancellation,  or  continuance  of  contractual 
agreements  for  services. 

V.  DEFINITIONS'   For  the  purpose  of  this  directive,  the  following 
definitions  apply: 

•Cfintrasii  A  written,  legal  and  binding  document,  which  provides  for 
goods,  services,  or  supplies  at  the  request  of  the  Department  or  its 
agents.  Purchase  orders  are  included  In  this  definition. 

•Procurement /Contracting  Officer!  An  official  In  charge  of  the  procure- 
ment operation  for  the  Fire  and  EMS  Department  from  the  receipt  of  the 
requisition,  through  all  the  stages  of  negotiation  and  placing  the 
order,  to  the  final  clearance  of  the  related  invoices  after  price 
checking.' 

♦Contract  Administrator!  The  Department's  official  who  is  designated  to 
assure  that  the  contractors  total  performance  is  in  accordanca  with  his 
contractual  commitments  and  that  the  obligations  of  the  purchases  are 
fulfilled.  This  management  is  conducted  within  the  frame  work  of  dele- 
gated responsibility  and  authority.  This  Individual  la  responsible  for 
the  planning  of  the  contract  and  conveys  to  the  contracting  officer  any 
necessary  contract  modifications,  continuances,  and  cancellations. 

*Mator  Contracts;   Any  legal  agreement  between  the  D.C.  Fire  and  EMS 
Department  and  outside  contractors  to  purchase  goods  or  services  that 
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amount  to  $10,000  or  more,  or  any  legal  agreement  that  tha  Procuremer 
and  Contracting  Officer  designates  as  a  "major  contract"  based  upon  tl 
upon  the  Importance  or  significance  of  the  agreement. 

*Good3  and  Services;   Products  and  functions  purchased  by  tha  Departmer 
a.g.  construction  services,  consultant  services,  suppllea.  Materials 
and  equipment. 

*Contractor;  Individual  or  Organization  who  contracts  to  perform  work  oi 
furnish  materials  In  accordance  with  a  contract. 

*Vendor!   The  Individual  or  group  that  Is  awarded  the  contract  to 
provide  goods  and  services. 

♦Receiving  Official;   Tha  authorized  Department's  official  who 
accepts  delivery  of  goods  and  services. 

•Requesting  Official;   Tha  Department's  official  who  Is  requesting 
goods  and  services  through  a  "Requisition"  PRMT  Form  1,  for  supplies, 
goods,  services  and  equipment. 

VI.  PROCEDURES; 

(A)  The  District  of  Columbia  Municipal  Regulations  (OCMR)  Title  27, 
"Contracts  and  Proctirements*  (July  198fl),  shall  ba  the  governing 
regulations  for  contracting  and  procurement  procedures  In  the 
Fire  and  EMS  Department.   Contract  Administrators  and  Contractors 
providing  services  to  tha  Fire  and  EMS  Department  shall 
familiarize  theaaelves  with  the  requlreaents  of  these  regulations. 

(B)  Tha  contractual  agreement  between  contractors  and  tha  Flra  and  EMS 
Department  shall  establish  the  expectations  and  requirements  for 
services  rendered.   Contractors  shall  ba  evaluated  based  upon  their 
contractual  agreement  with  the  department  and  the  specific  require- 
ments contained  In  tha  contract  language. 

(C)  Requesting  Goods  or  Services  For  SIO.OOO  or  Less 

1.  In  Instances  where  goods  and  services  costing  $10,000  or  less  ara 
required,  tha  requesting  official  shall  complete  a  'Reqiilsltlon* 
form,  (F.D.PRMT-1).  The  completed  "Requisition"  must  ba  forwarded  to 
tha  Procurement  Officer,  Procurement  And  Property  Section. 

2.  Tha  Procurement  Officer  will  review  the  "Requisition*  for  accuracy 
and  determine  tha  proper  method  of  procurement. 

3.  The  Procurement  and  Property  Section  will  prepare  a  purchase  order 
and  forward  It  to  tha  Budget  Office  and  the  appropriate  vendor  within 
twenty  (20)  woric  days  after  receipt  of  the  "Requisition"  In  tha  Small 
Purchase  Process.   In  addition.  Procurement  and  Property  Management 
Section  will  forward  a  receiving  report  to  tha  Property  Management 
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apprSSrlate!  '''  -^-^^nated  Receiving  Official,    whichever  Is 

J«iri"ai^wii?^VAV'a:i:i%rr?"^?re^fc:?vi°'  ^if//"^-  «>«  "-^^-^-^ 

the  Receiving  Report  to  thHudJe?  ollfce  V2^^5^^^  """  ^°"'«^^ 
reconcile  the  receiving  report  with  the  v^nH^?  "t^^^J   °"^=*  "^^^ 
documents  are  correct  paymLtw^irbe  authorized.   "°'"-  "  *^« 
<°'  Bequestlnq  Goodg  or  ServicP^  fnr-  ciQ.Qnn  n^  m^^, 

r  1.  If  the  "Requisition"  Is  mora  than  Sin  nnn     *u   „ 
Property  Management  Section  shair^mJJ'JSS'rS^eof  ^''''^^"^  '""' 
Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS ffro?^^  ^°.  ^^ 
The  request  can  normally  be  ^i^tld  to  «L.   f  V'*  °*  *  contract, 
approximately  One  Hundred  T^e^ulSlcalf^i^i"  ^°*^'  process  for 
Officer,  Procurement  and  Pro^e?tv  Manaopit^t^  '^"K^'   '^''^  Procurement 

_for  «,a±torli.g  all  DAS  proISHmSt  re^^^S!   *'"°"  '*•  "^^P^^^^We 

?ff?S2/:S^i^loSar^%L^'^n:Sl^r^ey^,--^- 

The  Budget  Office  will  reconcile  tLnf^fJ^  .    ^^^   Budget  Office. 

r^°.';:ei?—  "  ^^isTTJ^^t  ^rio^"L?-Se;:reir^-,e 

comply  with  the  terms  of  iJelSSlished'Sntract!""  '°"  ""'"'"' 
<^)  Contract  Admln<gi-T-:.i^^^>;.». 

1.  The  Requesting  Official  or  Director  of  each  nivi»<«„ 

resolution  can^t^  dl?e™?nl^  <  ^"^'^'=^*""-  "  »  satisfactory 
the  Assistant  Fire  Chief  I^™?^-.^*^*"'^""^*  <25)  calendar  da^ 
provided  a  copj'^?  Sl^Jilev^^t^L^?^'  •"^-"  "^   ««""«<»  -«* 

?;pl^St"rp^o^rre:;rrfiic:r"a„dn;::%'"/^^"  ~"*-«^ «"»» the 

payment  for  services,  insure  «le?S?  of  J^!^?"  °"^^*  *°  facilitate 

uiTB  receipt  of  services,  and  to  resolve  anjt 
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other  administrative  concerns  relative  to  the  contract. 

4. Conduct  regular  site  visits  to  observe  and  examine  the  services 
being  provided  to  the  agency.  In  addition,  the  Contract  Admlnlstratoi 
shall  interview  the  recipients  of  contractor  services  to  determine 
the  level  of  customer  satisfaction.  A  mlnimuffl  of  one  site  visit  pei 
quarter  of  the  fiscal  is  year  required. 

5.  The  Contract  Administrator  shall  no  later  than  (10)  days 
following  the  close  of  each  quarter,  submit  a  report  to  the 
Procurement  Officer  entitled.  Contract  Performance  Evaluation. 
This  report  shall  Include  the  following  information: 

*  All  cost  incurred  to  date,  including  an  explanation  of  any 
anticipated  costs  or  expenditure  patterns. 

*  A  description  of  any  problems  associated  with  the  contract,  e.g. 
non-receipt  of  services,  late  payments  by  the  agency,  failure  to 
provide  services  within  the  agreed  upon  price  and  schedule, 
dissatisfaction  with  the  quality  of  services  being  provided,  etc.  ' 

*  The  final  Contract  Performance  Evaluation  shall  contain  the 
Contract  Administrator's  recommendation  to  c ontlnu-  or  discontinue 
the  contract.  Also,  it  shall  include  any  other  relevant  contract 
performance  based  upon  the  cumulative  evaluation  data  rbtained 
during  the  contract  period. 

6. The  Contract  Administrator  is  responsible  for  receiving  and 
certifying  the  validity  of  vendor's  invoices.  These  certified 
invoices  must  be  forwarded  to  the  Budget  Office  within  three  (3) 
work  days  of  receipt  from  vendor. 

(F)  General  Services  Administration  Requests;   ■  -. 

Goods  or  services  that  are  listed  on  the  General  Sarvicaa 
Administration  (GSA)  Schedule,  which  are  S25,000  or  less,  will  be 
submitted  to  the  Small  Purchase  Process.  Goods  or  Services  listed  on 
the  GSA  Schedule  which  are  more  than  $25,000  will  be  subaltted  to 
DAS. 

(G)  Reports; 

The  Procxirement  and  Property  Management  Office  will  on  a' monthly 
basis  provide  a  status  report  to  the  Division  Heads  regarding 
contracts  that  are  pending  at  DAS. 

(H)  Aatldeflcleacv  Act;    In  accordance  with  Chapter  32,  DCMR  Title  27, 
Contracts  and  Procvirements,  no  contracting  officer  or  other  District 
employee  shall  make  or  authorize  an  encumbrance  or  expenditure  in 
advance  of  appropriations  or  which  exceeds  the  budget  authority 
available  under  a  current  appropriation. 
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(I)  Pecuniary  Liability:   In  accordance  with  Chapter  16,  District 
Personnel  Manual,  any  Department  employee  authorizing  and/or 
receiving  goods  or  services  without  the  benefit  of  a  written  contra 
Is  subject  to  disciplinary  action. 

VII.  References; 

*  D.C.  Law  6-85,  "The  District  of  Columbia  Procurement  Practices  Act  c 
1985,*  dated  February  21,  1986. 

*  D.C.  Law  8-258,  'Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985  Amendment  Act  of 
1990,"  dated  March  8,  1991. 

*  District  of  Columbia  Municipal  Regulations,  Title  27,  Contracts «nd 
Procurement,*   dated  July  7,  1988. 

*  Mayor's  Memorandum  91-12,  'Restriction  on  Purchases  Without  a  Wrlttei 
Contract,*  dated  March  9,  1991.' 


R.  Alfred 
Fire  Chief 


I 
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OIG  No.  9313-72 


To  the  Mayor: 


APR  0  5  1994 


This  Is  a  report  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  entitled  'Review  of 
Procurement  Activities  of  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue".  The  review  was  made 
In  accordance  with  the  audit  requirements  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985, 
D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  this  office  to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit 
of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Act. 

The  audit  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  procurement  and  contracting 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  (DFR)  were  being  carried  out  In 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  and  in  an  efficient 
and  economical  manner.  This  report  contains  recommendations  for  improving  conpl lance 
with  District  procurement  regulations  relative  to  small  purchase  procedures  and 
contracting  authority. 

Included  is  a  copy  of  the  DFR  response  to  our  draft  report  setting  forth 
corrective  action  talcen  and  planned  on  matters  discussed  In  the  report.  These 
actions,  when  Implemented,  should  bring  about  the  needed  Improvements. 


Unless  otherwise  notified,  we  plan  to  distribute  copies  of  this  report  after  ten 
calendar  days  to  the  City  Administrator/Deputy  Mayor  for  Operations;  the  Chief 
Financial  Officer;  the  Acting  Director,  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue;  and  the 
Director,  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 


Attachment 


Samuel  HcClendon,  Esq. 
Inspector  General 


I 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  completed  an  audit  of  the  procurement 
activities  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  (DFR).  The 
audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  Section  208  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act 
of  1985  (the  Act),  D.C.  Law  6-85,  which  requires  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General 
to  annually  conduct  an  operational  audit  of  all  procurement  activities  carried  out 
pursuant  to  the  Act. 

BACKGROUND 

District  Procurement  Regulations 

The  Procurement  Practices  Act  of  1985,  D.C.  Law  6-85,  (D.C.  Code  1-1181  et. 
seq.)  provides  in  part  for  a  uniform  system  of  procurement  management  for  the 
District  of  Columbia  government.  The  Act  applies  to  all  agencies  and  employees  of 
the  District  government  which  are  subordinate  to  the  Mayor.  Section  105(b)(1)  of  the 
Act  authorizes  the  Mayor  to  appoint  the  head  of  each  agency,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  as  a  contracting  officer  for  the  District,  subject  to  all 
applicable  laws,  rules  and  regulations,  and  standards.  Section  105(b)(2)  authorizes 
contracting  officers  to  execute  contracts  on  behalf  of  an  agency  subject  to  review 
by  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  for  compliance  with  the 
Act.  Title  27  of  the  D.C.  Municipal  Regulations  provides  the  rules  and  regulations 
for  procurement  activities  of  the  District  government. 

Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue 

Operating  under  authority  granted  in  Commissioner's  Order  No.  69-117,  the 
Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  administers  and  enforces  the  District's  tax  laws. 
It  develops  the  revenue  budget;  conducts  research  on  revenue  sources  and  alternative 
tax  systems;  advises  the  Mayor  and  the  City  Council  on  tax  policy,  programs  and 
revenues;  and  records  deeds  and  other  written  Instruments  affecting  right,  title  or 
Interest  in  real  or  personal  property  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  To  provide  the 
necessary  support  for  these  activities,  Mayor's  Order  89-37  dated  February  7,  1989, 


493 


OIG  No.  9313-72 
-2- 

delegated  $10,000  in  small  purchase  contracting  authority  in  the  Department  of 
Finance  and  Revenue. 

PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 

Our  audit  was  conducted  to  determine  if  the  procurement  transactions  at  the  DFR 
were  carried  out  in  the  most  efficient  and  economical  manner  and  in  accordance  with 
the  Procurement  Practices  Act.  Further,  we  determined  the  adequacy  of  corrective 
actions  taken  in  response  to  deficiencies  noted  In  our  previous  audit  report.  The 
audit  Included  a  review  of  DFR's  operating  policies,  procedures  and  records  related 
to  the  procurement  of  goods  and  services  for  the  period  October  1,  1992  through 
September  30,  1993. 

During  the  audit  period,  the  District's  financial  management  system  (FMS) 

recorded  1,175  procurement  actions  totaling  $5.5  million.   We  selected  66 

transactions  totaling  $2.9  million  for  review.   Our  review  was  conducted  in 

accordance  with  generally  accepted  governmental  auditing  standards  and  included  such 
tests  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

INTERNAL  CONTROL 

As  part  of  our  examination,  we  made  a  study  and  evaluation  of  the  internal 
control  structure  of  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue,  including  applicable 
Internal  administrative  controls,  that  have  a  material  impact  on  the  results  of 
procurement  activities,  to  the  extent  we  considered  necessary  to  evaluate  the  system 
as  required  by  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards  for  performance 
audits  contained  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards  (1988  Revision),  issued  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  In  planning  and  conducting  our  audit,  we 
gave  consideration  to  the  concepts  of  materiality  and  control  risks.  We  noted  no 
matters  involving  the  internal  control  structure  and  its  operations  that  we  consider 
to  be  material  weaknesses. 
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COHPLIANCE 

Our  examination  was  made  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  standards  for 
performance  and  compliance  audits  as  set  forth  in  the  Government  Auditing  Standards 
issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  Accordingly,  we  conducted 
such  tests  of  the  procurement  and  accounting  records  and  such  other  auditing 
procedures  as  we  considered  necessary  in  the  circumstances. 

Our  review  disclosed  that,  for  the  items  tested.  Department  of  Finance  and 
Revenue  was  not  always  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  With 
respect  to  items  not  tested,  nothing  came  to  our  attention  which  would  indicate  that 
DFR  was  in  compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  to  a  greater  degree. 
These  matters  are  discussed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report  with  recommendations  for 
Improving  compliance  with  the  District's  procurement  regulations. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSION 

We  found  that  the  procurement  activities  at  the  Department  of  Finance  and 
Revenue  (DFR)  were  not  always  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Procurement 
Practices  Act  of  1985,  and  the  District's  Procurement  Regulations.  We  found 
violations  of  the  small  purchase  regulations,  a  need  for  sole  source  justification, 
the  practice  of  purchase  orders  being  split  to  avoid  exceeding  the  agency's  small 
purchase  authority,  and  a  failure  to  follow  up  and  correct  previously  identified 
procurement  violation. 

In  view  of  the  conditions  noted  in  this  report  and  the  two  previous  reports,  we 
see  no  Improvement  in  DFR's  procurement  practices.  Therefore  due  to  the  continuing 
flagrant  violation  of  the  Procurement  Act,  we  are  recommending  that  the  Contracting 
Officer  be  removed  from  his  position. 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Small  Purchase  Procedures  Not  Being  Followed 
Inadequate  Procedures  for  Obtaining  Quotes 

Our  review  of  66  small  purchase  procurement  transactions  ($10,000  or  less) 
disclosed  that  DFR  was  not  consistently  following  the  small  purchase  procedures  of 
the  District's  procurement  regulations. 

Section  1803,  OCMR  Title  27,  set  forth  procedures  to  be  followed  when  making 
purchases  below  $10,000.  Section  1803.1,  states  that  "for  each  procurement  in  an 
amount  over  $250,  the  contracting  officer  shall  solicit  quotations  from  at  least  (3) 
sources  to  promote  competition  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  and  to  ensure  that 
the  purchase  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  District."  Section  1803.2,  DCMR  Title 
27,  states  that  "if  the  contracting  officer  determines  that  it  is  impractical  under 
the  circumstances  to  solicit  more  than  two  (2)  sources  (due  to  time  constraints,  lack 
of  available  sources  or  other  factors  set  forth  in  Sect.  1803.4),  the  contracting 
officer  may  solicit  quotations  from  two  (2)  sources. 

Our  test  of  supporting  documentation  disclosed  that  in  three  of  the  66 
transactions  reviewed  there  was  no  documentation  on  file  which  would  indicate  that 
quotations  were  sought.  Consequently,  there  was  no  competitive  pricing,  and  no 
written  justification  on  file  to  justify  the  sole  source  selection  of  the  vendors. 

Our  review  also  disclosed  that  DFR  obtained  only  two  written  quotes  for  two 
purchases  totalling  $9,826.57,  without  providing  written  justification  for  not 
obtaining  the  required  minimum  (3)  quotes. 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  Acting  Director  of  DFR  take  appropriate  action  to  ensure 
that  the  contracting  officer  obtain  a  minimum  of  (3)  written  quotes  for  all  purchases 
over  $250,  by  stressing  to  all  DFR  employees  who  initiate  procurement  activities  the 
importance  in  utilizing  DAS  Request  for  Quotation  (Form  844-439).  We  also  recommend 
that  when  the  required  minimum  number  of  quotes  has  not  been  solicited  for  purchases 
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over  $250,  the  contracting  officer  should  provide  written  justification  supporting 
his  decision  for  not  obtaining  the  required  number  of  quotes. 

Split  Purchases 

Our  review  disclosed  that  purchase  orders  were  split  to  avoid  exceeding  the 
agency's  small  purchase  authority.  We  noted  purchases  of  up  to  $107,175  from  four 
vendors  were  split  into  sixteen  separate  purchase  orders.  Where  purchases  from  one 
vendor  are  expected  to  exceed  the  agency's  small  purchase  authority  or  where 
purchases  are  consistently  made  from  a  vendor,  contracts  should  be  negotiated  through 
the  Department  of  Administrative  Services.  Section  1800.5,  DCMR  Title  27,  states 
that  "A  contracting  officer  shall  not  spilt  a  procurement  totaling  more  than  the 
agency's  small  purchase  limitation  into  several  purchases  that  are  less  than  the 
limit  in  order  to  permit  the  use  of  the  small  purchase  procedures". 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  Acting  Director  of  DFR  take  administrative  action  to 
ensure  that  the  practice  of  splitting  purchase  orders  is  discontinued  and  to  ensure 
that  purchases  are  within  DFR's  small  purchase  dollar  limitation.  In  addition,  we 
recommend  that  DFR  improve  procurement  planning  to  better  estimate  procurement  needs 
from  vendors  to  avoid  exceeding  the  agency's  procurement  authority.  Where  needs  are 
estimated  to  exceed  that  authority,  other  procurement  methods  should  be  utilized. 

Non-Justification  for  Sole  Source  Procurement 

Our  review  of  66  procurement  transactions  disclosed  that  ten  transactions 
involved  the  sole  source  procurement  method  which  did  not  meet  the  legal  requirement 
for  use  of  the  sole  source  method  of  procurement.  In  the  ten  instances  the  case  file 
did  not  contain  a  Determination  and  Findings.  The  contracts  in  question  are  as 
follows: 
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Document 

Identification 

Dollar 

Number 

DescriDtion 
Filing  Cabinets 

Amount 

(1) 

0R0E331162 

$5,015.58 

(2) 

0RDE330545 

Maintenance  Agreement 

3,220.52 

(3) 

ORDE330789 

Security  Services 

1,800.00 

(4) 

0RDE530082 

Letter  Openers 

918.00 

(5) 

ORDE331107 

D.C.  Code  Replacement  Volumes 

2,100.00 

(6) 

0RDE330126 

Blue  Prints 

553.50 

(7) 

0RDE330597 

Assessment  Directory 

3,600.00 

(8) 

0RDE130884 

Aid  Conditioning  Service 

4,440.00 

(9) 

ORDE120041 

Parcel  Services 

3,000.00 

(10) 

0RDE130225 

Quarterly  Subscription 

5.500.00 

Section  1803.5,  DCMR  Title  27,  cite  "a  small  purchase  procurement  solicitation 
may  only  be  limited  to  a  sole  source  when  the  contracting  officer  determines,  in 
writing,  that  (1)  of  the  (4)  conditions  in  305(a)  of  the  Act  is  satisfied  in 
accordance  with  Chapter  17  of  this  title." 

Failure  to  prepare  Determination  and  Findings  statements  could  provide  an 
opportunity  for  the  preferential  treatment  of  certain  suppliers  and  serves  to  weaken 
the  procurement  process. 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  contracting  officer  take  administrative  action  to  ensure 
that  a  Determination  and  Findings  is  prepared  to  justify  and  support  sole  source 
procurement. 

Non-Maintenance  of  Federal  Supply  Schedules 

It  was  noted  during  our  review  that  DFR  did  not  maintain  copies  of  valid  federal 
supply  schedules  to  support  three  purchases  totalling  $8,270.23,  that  were  procured 
through  the  use  of  the  General  Services  Administration  supply  schedule. 


Section  2103.4,  DCMR  Title  27,  stated'  that  "except  as  required  by  Section 
210.01,  the  use  of  federal  supply  schedules  shall  be  mandatory  when  the  contracting 
officer  determines  that  both  of  the  following  apply: 
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(a)  the  supplies  or  services  on  the  federal  schedule  will  meet  the  District's 
minimum  requirements. 

(b)  the  federal  schedule  price  is  lower  than  the  price  that  can  be  obtained 
with  a  new  contract. 

Recommendation 

We  recommend  that  the  contracting  officer  maintain  copies  of  valid  federal 
supply  schedules  to  support  all  purchases  procured  through  the  General  Services 
Administration. 

Prior  Audit  Coverage 

•  In  OIG  Report  No.  8701-37,  dated  April  7,  1988,  OIG  found  that  the  contracting 
officer  exceeded  contracting  authority,  split  purchase  orders  and  failed  to 
adequately  document  how  contractors  were  selected.  In  addition  that  report  stated 
"In  view  of  DFR's  failure  to  comply  with  the  Act,  we  will  begin  another  audit  of  the 
agency  within  18  months.  If,  at  that  time,  we  do  not  find  a  dramatic  improvement  in 
the  agency's  compliance  with  the  Act,  we  will  recommend  that  DFR's  contracting 
authority  be  reduced  to  $2,500,  and  that  DFR  be  required  to  transfer  personnel  and 
the  related  funding  to  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  to  support  the 
additional  workload  of  contracting  on  DFR's  behalf." 

On  March  28,  1991  OIG  issued  OIG  Report  No.  9113-08,  on  a  second  review  of  DFR 
procurement  activities.  In  that  report  OIG  made  Findings  and  Recommendations  that 
DFR  failed  to  justify  sole  source  procurements. 

In  view  of  the  conditions  noted  In  this  report  and  the  two  previous  reports,  we 
see  no  improvement  in  DFR's  procurement  practices.  Moreover,  we  note  that  the  same 
contracting  officer  has  been  responsible  for  this  pattern  of  flagrant  violation  of 
the  Procuren.ont  Practices  Act.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  Contracting  Officer 
be  removed  from  his  position. 
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AGENCY  COMMENTS 


A  draft  copy  of  this  report  was  provided  to  the  Department  of  Finance  and 
Revenue  for  review  and  comments.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  Acting  Director's 
response  in  which  she  sets  forth  corrective  action  that  is  being  planned. 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE   DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FINANCE  AND  REVENUE 


DIRECTOR  or  FINANCE  AND  REVENUE 


MEMORANDUM 


4TM   FLOOR 

«4I'4TM   STREET 

WASHINGTON     OC 


April  4,  1994 


TO 


FROM 


SUBJECT: 


Samuel  McClendon,  Esq 
Inspector  General 


-A 


line  J.  Btitton,  Acting  Director 
Jattment  o^^Finance  and  Revenue 

Draft  Report  of  Procurement  Activities 


This  acknowledges  receipt  of  your  memorandum  of  March  18, 
1994  which  transmitted  a  copy  of  the  draft  report  entitled, 
"Review  of  Procurement  Activities  -  Department  of  Finance  and 
Revenue"  (OIG  No.  9313-72).   We  appreciate  being  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  report.   As  I  indicated  to 
Ms.  Barbara  Jackson-Williams  of  your  staff,  we  wish  to 
participate  in  an  exit  conference.   Ms.  McLeese  will  contact  your 
office  to  schedule  this  conference. 

Pursuant  to  discussions  with  our  procurement  officer, 
coupled  with  a  review  of  the  documents  referenced  in  the  draft 
report,  the  department  concurs  with  the  findings  set  forth  in  the 
report. 

Please  be  advised  that  I  am  greatly  concerned  about  the 
deficiencies  noted  with  respect  to  the  Department  of  Finance  and 
Revenue's  (DFR)  procurement  program,  particularly  since  similar 
deficiencies  have  been  found  during  previous  reviews  by  your 
office. 


Since  becoming  the  Acting  Director  of  DFR  on  March  7,  1994, 
I  have  begun  the  process  of  reviewing  all  the  Department's 
functions  and  programs.   My  preliminary  review  of  DFR's  support 
services  (which  includes  procurement  activities)  indicates  a  need 
to  restructure  operations  to  establish  better  procedures, 
implement  proper  administrative  controls,  and  to  improve  service 
delivery  to  the  organizational  components  of  DFR.   It  is 
anticipated  that  this  review  will  be  completed  within  the  next 
sixty  days. 
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In  the  interim,  I  am  taking  the  following  actions  to  address 
the  concerns  raised  in  the  draft  report: 

1)  Rescission  of  Delegation  of  Contracting  of  Authority  to 
the  department's  contracting  officer.   All  procurement 
actions  will  be  approved  by  either  Paul  Wright,  the 
Deputy  Director,  or  me. 

2)  Appropriate  documentation  will  be  placed  in  the 
procurement  file  for  each  procurement  action  noted  in 
your  draft  report. 

3)  Instructions  will  be  given  to  departmental  personnel  to 
ensure  that  all  future  procurements  are  processed  in 
accordance  with  the  procurement  practices  act. 

It  is  felt  that  the  above  corrective  actions  will  serve  to 
prelude  a  recurrence  of  the  infractions  cited  in  the  draft 
report.   Please  call  me  at  727-6082  if  you  have  any  questions  or 
need  any  additional  information. 

cc:   Car la  Carter 

Ellen  O'Connor 
Albert  Powell 
Paul  Wright 
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DAS  REVIEW  OF  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Marshall.  In  my  instance,  the  report  was  done  on  DAS.  We 
didn't  take  much  issue  with  questions  raised  by  the  Inspector  Gren- 
eral,  but  we  have  a  fundamental  difference  on,  one,  whether  or  not 
the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  has  responsibiHty  to  re- 
view emergency  contracts.  We  do  have  a  responsibiHty.  Our  pro- 
curement regulations  make  it  clear  that  the  Director  shall  review 
them  on  a  post-execution  basis. 

In  the  analysis  of  our  Inspector  General's  report,  we  were  cited 
for  not  reviewing  them  on  a  preexecution  basis,  which  is  part  of  the 
Mayor's  rule,  so  there  is  direct  conflict.  But  we  follow  what  the  reg- 
ulations dictate,  and  if  it  were  a  true  emergency,  it  is  obvious  that 
there  is  no  opportunity  for  preexecution  review  of  the  contract. 

MORE  centralization  REQUIRED 

We  believe  that  the  procurement  process  does  require  some  more 
centralization  in  certain  instances.  Currently  procurement  author- 
ity is  also  delegated  from  the  Mayor  to  myself.  The  authority  is 
also  delegated  from  the  Mayor  to  other  agency  heads.  If  an  agency 
head  is  abusing  that  authority,  I  don't  have  the  authority  to  take 
away  the  contracting  authority.  We  can  only  make  recommenda- 
tions. 

AUTOMATION  IMPROVEMENTS 

At  this  point,  I  believe  that  we  have  made  great  strides  in  two 
areas:  one,  automation,  which  will  allow  us  to  start  tracking  some 
of  the  data  that  has  been  missing  on  the  procurement  process.  This 
is  a  very  modem  procurement  law,  but  it  was  drafted  with  Federal 
Acquisition  Regulations.  Much  of  the  flexibility  that  was  designed 
in  the  law  is  not  in  the  regulations. 

FLEXIBILITY  IN  CITY'S  PROCUREMENT  ACT 

The  first  line  of  the  Procurement  Practices  Act  says,  "This  law 
shall  be  construed  broadly."  The  idea  was  to  try  to  give  the  city 
flexibility,  but  at  the  same  time  to  make  sure  that  competition 
ruled  the  day;  and  I  think  we  have  done  a  lot  of  that. 

GSA  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Dixon.  On  that  issue,  let  me  stop  you  there.  On  page  56  of 
the  report — if  you  are  up-tight,  I  can  understand  it 

Mr.  Marshall.  It  is  the  flu,  actually. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Paragraph  B  says,  our  review  of  10  sole  source  pro- 
curements disclosed  one  instance  where  the  required  D&F  state- 
ment justifying  the  use  of  sole  source  methods  of  procurement  was 
not  on  file.  Do  you  see  that? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  were  some  of  those  contracts  with  GSA? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  believe  that  is  so  in  DAS. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Were  any  of  these  contracts  for  purchases  from  GSA? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  guess  not,  if  there  was  a  D&F  on  9  out 
of  10. 
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Mr.  Dexon.  Of  the  illustrations  that  they  use  in  their  report 
going  through  all  the  agencies,  were  any  of  those  contracts  where 
a  D&F  was  not  required  with  the  GSA? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  illustrations,  no,  but  the  numbers,  the  pure 
numbers  of  sole  sources  and  D&F's,  I  would  have  to  assume  so. 

INSUFFICIENT  INFORMATION  IN  PROCUREMENT  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  there  sufficient  information  in  the  system  that 
someone  looking  at  it  would  be  able  to  determine  if  it  was  a  GSA 
contract? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Mr.  McClendon  is  right,  some  of  the  reports  need 
more  work,  but  I  think  there  is  a  designation  in  the  system  for 
GSA;  and  I  assume  it  would  also  show  for  sole  source.  This  shows 
one  D&F  is  missing.  That  is  a  90  percent  compliance  rate.  While 
we  would  like  to  have  100  percent  compliance  in  every  instance,  we 
are  improving;  and  that  is  a  big  improvement  over  where  we  have 
been  in  past  years. 

DAS  RESPONSE  TO  IG  REPORT 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  did  you  respond  to  the  report?  I  think  you  indi- 
cated that  when  you  saw  the  preliminary  report,  you  raised  that 
issue. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  raised  a  few  issues  in  my  report.  I  don't  think 
we  were  at  odds  with  the  Inspector  Grenersil's  report  for  a  couple 
of  reasons.  One,  most  of  the  report  dealt  with  a  time  frame  before 
my  team  came  to  DAS.  I  have  been  there  11  months.  I  was  only 
here  two  or  three  months  during  this  period.  But  it  is  clear  that 
we  are  making  substantial  improvement. 

We  felt  that  a  lot  of  these  issues  would  take  care  of  themselves 
as  we  started  to  put  standard  operating  procedures  in  place. 

DECREASE  IN  DAS  BUDGET 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  I  looked  at  the  budget  the  other  evening,  I  no- 
ticed you  have  a  $14  million  decrease. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  recall  that.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  One  of  the  things  that  I  have  been  interested  in  is 
whether  the  figures  that  we  look  at  are  real  figures  or  if  they  really 
mean  anything.  So  all  of  a  sudden,  I  see  that  you  have  a  $14  mil- 
lion decrease;  and  as  I  recall  reading,  it  implies  or  says  that  you 
are  going  to  be  charging  other  agencies  for  services. 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  already  do  that.  The  $14  million  is  broken 
into  two  areas;  $10  million  and  $4  million.  The  $10  million  was  di- 
rectly related  to  an  attempt  by  this  Mayor  to  keep  track  of  leases. 
We  are  not  able  to  allocate  what  agencies  that  money  should  be 
charged  against  at  this  time,  because  we  are  negotiating  leases.  At 
the  time  that  leases  are  terminated,  the  funding  from  agencies  will 
be  transferred  back  to  Administrative  Services. 

small  PURCHASE  CONSOLIDATED  PROGRAM/CITY  COUNCIL 

The  $4  million  was  essentially  a  reduction  from  the  City  Council, 
requesting  that  we  put  together  a  small  purchase  consolidated  pro- 
gram that  would  tie  together  many  of  the  small  purchases  from  the 
agencies  and  try  to  take  advantage  of  bulk  purchasing,  something 
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we  agree  with.  Whether  we  can  achieve  all  that  $4  million,  we  will 
have  to  wait  and  see. 

We  believe  in  two  areas,  office  supplies  and  others,  we  will  set 
up  a  small  purchase  account  for  that.  We  think  both  of  the  num- 
bers are  achievable.  The  dollars  are  coming  back  on  the  non-appro- 
priated District  budget  side  of  DAS. 

LEASING  COST  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  is  this  $10  million  cost  being  absorbed  some- 
place else  in  the  budget? 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  are  two  ways  to  approach  that.  One  is  sim- 
ply to  say  these  leases  £ire  a  million  dollars  and  therefore  we 
lopped  off  a  million  dollars  out  of  the  Department  of  Human  Serv- 
ices budget,  and  that  would  have  been  the  end  of  it.  We  could  have 
done  that  across  the  agencies. 

However,  since  they  were  not  identified  as  to  which  leases  would 
be  terminated  because  that  analysis  had  not  been  completed,  the 
prudent  course  was  to  Eillocate  the  reduction  against  DAS's  budget 
and  to  transfer  the  money  back  later. 

Since  it  is  still  a  long  was  off,  it  is  a  way  of  being  more  specific 
and  not  punishing  an  agency  up  front.  Their  lease  may  not  be  ter- 
minated, but  the  idea  was  to  allocate  the  cuts  later. 

TERMINATING  LEASES/$10  MILLION  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  saying  that  the  District  is  going  to  terminate 
$10  million  in  leases? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Of  leases  and  costs  associated  with  leases. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  the  new  housing  facility,  there  in  fact  will  be  no 
cost  involved?  Or  is  this  $10  million  taken  into  account  for  what- 
ever other  expenses  there  are? 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  will  still  be  some  operating  expenses  asso- 
ciated with  some  of  those,  but  to  a  large  degree,  they  have  been 
taken  into  account  because  they  are  operating  buildings  people  are 
moving  into,  not  a  brand-new  facility. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  will  -make  a  decision  what  leases  will  be  termi- 
nated? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dkon.  So  you  will  have  an  idea  halfway  through  the  year 
whether  you  are  on  schedule? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Or  earlier. 

DAS  director  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  $10  MILLION  IN  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Dkon.  So  this  is  actually  a  cost  saving  of  $10  million? 
Mr.  Marshall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Did  you  come  up  with  the  estimate? 
Mr.  Marshall.  Yes. 
Mr.  Dixon.  You  signed  off  on  it? 
Mr.  Marshall.  I  did. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  trying  to  pin  down  who  is  going  to  be  respon- 
sible for  this  $10  million  savings  halfway  through  the  year. 
Mr.  Marshall.  Unfortunately,  I  am  it. 
Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh. 
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APPROACH  OF  NEW  DAS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  mentioned  that  you  have  been  at  the  agency  for 
just  11  months.  Since  you  have  become  director,  have  you  found  it 
necessary  to  discipline  any  of  your  employees  because  of  current 
procurement  practices  that  you  found  in  place? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  I  have  not. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Let  me 

Mr.  Marshall.  At  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services. 
No,  I  have  not. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Within  your  jurisdiction,  you  have  not  found  it  nec- 
essary to  do  that. 

Mr.  Marshall.  No.  I  have  replaced  some,  but  not  reprimanded. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Was  it  because  of  a  different  management  approach 
or  because  of  what  you  saw  as  abuses  in  the  existing  system? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  issue  I  think  is  the  most  critical  is  that  it 
is  very  easy  to  make  a  mistake  in  contracting.  One  person  can  be 
doing  it  one  way  and  yet  one  another  way,  and  since  you  are  not 
using  the  same  procedure,  it  leads  to  some  questions.  I  thought 
that  the  problem  in  my  agency  was  that  the  only  reason  people 
were  doing  things  the  way  they  were  was  through  institutional 
memory,  people  there  longest  were  the  trainers  for  others. 

When  a  person  comes  in,  they  sit  beside  the  person  with  the 
grayest  hair  and  learn  procurement.  We  have  instituted  standard 
operating  procedures  for  every  aspect  of  what  we  do  that,  to  a  large 
degree,  most  people  have  adopted  them.  A  few  couldn't  and  they  no 
longer  work  in  Administrative  Services. 

PERCENTAGE  OF  SOLE  SOURCE  AND  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  mentioned  that  sole  source  contracts  were  15 
percent  of  the  total  contracts? 
Mr.  Marshall.  Sole  source  and  emergency. 
Mr.  Walsh.  Do  they  approximate  the  same  percent? 

AMOUNT  OF  CONTRACTS  VS.  SOLE  SOURCE  AND  EMERGENCY 

Mr.  Marshall.  It  appears  it  is  approximately  10  or  15  percent. 
I  think  the  District  of  Columbia  does  about  $400  million  of  con- 
tracts and  I  think  the  numbers  I  was  seeing  were  $40  million. 

Mr.  Walsh.  $400  million  in  the  total  procurement  for  the  city? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Under  the  executive  control  of  the  Mayor. 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  Inspector  General  gave  us  a  report  that  showed 
the  Procurement  Review  Committee  reviewed  $400  million. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  saw  that  report. 

Mr.  Walsh.  But  he  said  he  audited  only  a  small  portion  of  the 
overall  procurements? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  city  does  about  $400  million  of  procure- 
ments. If  you  look  on  page  16,  the  chart  offers  thumbnail  guidance. 
Cancellations  are  not  on  this  list  and  before  then,  these  are  things 
that  you  would  add  together,  I  think,  assuming  you  added  them  to- 
gether. Cancellations  are  things  that  you  didn't  fund,  so  you 
wouldn't  add  that.  I  think  there  are  some  interesting  things  here 
and  one  should  look  at  them,  but  that  number  is  not  an  accurate 
number  of  the  contracts  we  do  because  of  how  it  is  derived. 
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Mr.  Walsh.  You  are  sa5dng  District  of  Columbia-wide,  there  are 
$400  million  of  procurements? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No,  under  the  control  of  the  Mayor.  Procurement 
authority  is  split  between  different  agencies  and  the  Mayor. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Does  DPW  come  under  the  Mayor? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  It  reflects  about  the  same  percent? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  am  guessing  that  it  does. 

PROFESSIONAL  SERVICE  CONTRACT  SELECTION 

Mr.  Walsh.  Let  me  ask  you  about  what  I  would  refer  to  as  pro- 
fessional service  contracts.  If  the  city  were  going  to  hire  an  archi- 
tect to  design  a  building,  office  building,  or  a  school  perhaps,  how 
is  that  architect  chosen? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Under  the  Federal  Brooks  Act,  which  is  a  dif- 
ferent process  than  the  competitive  process,  where  we  take  quali- 
fications of  firms  and  rank  them. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  take  qualifications  of  individual  firms? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  can't  say  that  I  am  familiar  with  that. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Rather  than  take  competitive  bids,  most  profes- 
sionals would  not  put  their  services  out  for  bids.  The  Brooks  Act 
tends  to  take  the  most  qualified  people  and  rank  them  in  a  process 
and,  by  orders  of  rank,  that  person  is  the  first  person  to  be  nego- 
tiated with.  If  that  negotiation  fails,  you  go  to  the  next  person  on 
the  list. 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  do  you  determine  which  architects  are  ap- 
proached? 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  is  a  publication  inviting  applications, 
qualifications. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  do  a  general  solicitation  of  all  architects? 

Mr.  Marshall.  We  continue  to  update  the  list.  Architects  keep 
their  resumes  in  the  file. 

ESTABLISHING  CONTRACTOR  FEES 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  would  the  fee  be  determined? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  would  think  the  fee  is  negotiable. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  a  number  of  architects  indicate  their  interest  to 
the  District  and  then  the  District,  based  on  their  portfolio  makes 
a  determination? 

Mr.  Marshall.  A  group  would  evaluate  the  architect's  qualifica- 
tions and  the  costs  that  we  proposed  and  then  rank  them  and  rec- 
ommend to  the  contracting  officer  that  the  first  one  be  negotiated 
with,  and  second,  third,  and  fourth  in  that  order. 

FINAL  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  CONTRACTOR  SELECTION 

Mr.  Walsh.  Who  makes  the  final  determination  as  to  which  ar- 
chitect? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  contracting  officers. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Not  the  City  Council? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No.  It  is  within  the  executive  branch  of  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Does  the  Mayor  ever  determine  who  the  architect  is? 
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Mr.  Marshall.  No,  she  does  not. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  it  is  the  contracting  officer? 

CONTRACTING  OFFICERS  ARE  RESPONSIBLE  TO  MAYOR 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  contracting  officer  is  in  a  position  that  re- 
quires the  use  of  a  lot  of  judgment  and  discretion  and  is  the  person 
that  makes  the  determination  based  on  what  is  recommended  by 
the  group  evaluating  the  requirement. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Who  is  that  contracting  officer  responsible  to? 

Mr.  Marshall.  To  the  Mayor.  They  have  delegated  contracting 
authority  directly  from  the  Mayor  or  from  the  contracting  officers, 
if  an  agency  head  has  delegated  that  further  down.  If  it  is  a  con- 
tracting officer  in  an  Executive  Department,  they  would  be  respon- 
sible to  the  department  head. 

NO  EVALUATION  COMMITTEE  DECISIONS  OVERRULED 

Mr.  Walsh.  Have  you  ever  found  a  decision  overruled? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  have  never  found  one,  but  I  think  there  could 
be  some. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  there  any  way  to  determine  whether  that  happens 
when  some  of  these  contracts  are  chosen? 

Mr.  Marshall.  All  these  require  a  file  be  kept.  I  would  suspect 
you  could  look  at  a  file  and  determine  whether  the  architect  was 
chosen  by  overruling  the  committee. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Inspector 
General  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Marshall.  The  contracting  officer  and  the  agency.  We  are 
talking  about  the  Department  of  Public  Works  in  this  instance. 
That  is  not  a  widespread  service  that  most  agencies  would  pur- 
chase. 

PROFESSIONAL  SERVICE  CONTRACTS  FOR  ATTORNEY  SERVICES 

Mr.  Walsh.  Other  professional  services  like  attorneys  or  coun- 
selors, those  sort  of  folks,  that  would  be  determined  the  same  way? 

Mr.  Marshall.  No.  Generally  there  are  very  few  procurements 
determined  under  the  Brooks  Act.  They  are  professional  services. 
Most  of  the  others  would  be  determined  under  a  competitive  proc- 
ess where  you  put  out  a  solicitation  and  people  respond  to  it. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Even  for  counsel? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  correct. 

SOLE  SERVICE  ARCHITECT  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Would  any  of  those  situations  ever  be  a  sole  source 
situation,  the  architect  for  example. 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  can  think  of  some  that  could  be,  but  most  of 
the  time  it  is  probably  not.  If  you  have  had  an  architect  design  a 
building  and  it  is  a  particularly  unique  building  and  you  needed  a 
modification  to  the  building,  it  would  probably  be  wiser  to  go  back 
to  that  architect  than  to  another  one,  and  it  would  save  time  and 
money  because  the  architect  would  have  more  knowledge  of  the 
building. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Mr.  Istook. 
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Mr.  ISTOOK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

TOTAL  SOLE  SOURCE  VS.  GSA  SOLE  SOURCE 

You  mentioned  regarding  the  ratio  of  contracts  that  are  placed 
competitively  versus  sole  source  and  emergency  contracts,  that 
GSA  contracts  are  considered  sole  source  for  that  purpose.  How  sig- 
nificant is  that?  Of  the  contracts  that  are  sole  source,  what  propor- 
tion of  those  by  quantity  or  by  dollar  amount  are  GSA  sole  source? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  don't  have  the  number. 

I  didn't  come  to  discuss  that,  but  I  will  provide  the  information. 

[The  information  follows:] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES.  PROCUREMENT  REVIEWS,  FISCAL  YEAR  1993  SOLE 

SOURCE  PRC  ACTIONS 

Justifications  ^'gjf^'^*         Sole  source  con- 

Continuity  of  care 10  15 

Court  ordered  and  designated  in  grant '  12  12 

GSA  schedule  and  federal  contracts  8  9 

Single/sole  source  and  proprietary '28  21 

Total , 58  57 

■  One  Class  Sole  Source  D&F  covering  four  (4)  Sole  Source  Contracts. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Because  I  noticed  in  the  chart  that  there  are  $42 
million  in  sole  source  D&F's  and  then  another  $4  million  in  sole 
source  contracts,  et  cetera,  I  am  wondering  how  many  of  those  con- 
tracts are  GSA  as  opposed  to  others. 

EXCESSIVE  GSA  CONTRACTING 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  don't  know,  but  I  will  tell  you  we  do  too  much 
GSA  contracting  because  we  don't  have  a  lot  of  people  in  the  Dis- 
trict on  the  GSA  schedule,  so  those  are  not  contracts  that  would 
benefit  residents  of  the  District.  I  have  tried  to  encourage  more 
competitive  procurement  where  people  bid  against  the  contracts. 

PREFERENCE  FOR  CONTRACTORS  LOCATED  IN  CITY 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Is  there  any  preference  written  into  law  for  contrac- 
tors' businesses  that  are  located  within  D.C.? 

Mr.  Marshall.  There  is  a  preference,  but  I  don't  think  it  has 
been  implemented  directly.  There  is  another  act  which  sets  up  a 
local  small  and  disadvantaged  program  which  gives  preferences. 
The  procurement  act  has  preferences  for  District  businesses  in  it- 
self, but  as  far  as  I  know,  it  has  not  been  used. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  It  is  just  a  basic  expression  of  policy,  all  other  things 
being  equal? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  correct. 

contracts  awarded  by  INDEPENDENT  AGENCIES 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  The  contracts  that  are  awarded  through  independent 
agencies  that  would  not  therefore  be  reflected  in  this  $400  million 
figure,  how  much  are  those? 

Mr.  Marshall.  About  $100  million. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  They  do  not  call  upon  the  resources  of  your  depart- 
ment in  any  way  in  their  efforts? 
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Mr.  Marshall.  Generally  the  answer  is  no.  The  City  Council  has 
called  upon  us  to  help  purchase  a  telecommunications  system  and, 
because  we  have  the  expertise,  we  agreed  to  do  it,  just  from  that 
cooperative  perspective,  but  they  have  no  requirement  to  come  to 
us. 

BACKGROUND  OF  DAS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Where  were  you  before  you  came  here? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  was  a  private  attorney  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. I  once  worked  for  this  agency  seven  years  ago,  for  about  a 
year-and-a-half. 

DISCIPLINARY  ACTIONS  BY  DAS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  We  heard  from  Mr.  McClendon  that  certain  discipli- 
nary action  had  been  taken  against  contracting  officers.  Were  you 
the  person  who  took  that  disciplinary  action  against  any  of  those 
officers? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  was  not. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Has  any  disciplinary  action  been  taken  against  con- 
tracting officers  that  were  under  your  control  or  supervision? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Not  for  abuse  of  contracting  authority.  I  termi- 
nated people,  basically  because  they  were  not  able  to  execute  the 
process  as  I  thought  necessary. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  So  anyone  who  has  been  disciplined  for  splitting  a 
contract  or  improper  use  of  emergency  contracting  or  sole  source 
contracting,  that  disciplinary  action  has  occurred  in  those  cat- 
egories in  areas  other  than  DAS? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  You  are  satisfied  that  there  has  been  no  behavior  by 
contracting  officers  within  DAS  that  would  have  justified  such  ac- 
tion? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes,  I  am  satisfied  although  it  is  impossible  to 
judge  what  is  in  the  hearts  of  people  as  they  do  contracts.  We  have 
a  process  which  is  not  quick,  and  the  reason  it  is  not  quick  is  be- 
cause we  make  sure  that  there  are  so  many  checks  and  balances. 
In  DAS,  for  instance,  we  for  the  first  time,  I  think,  have  sped  the 
process  because  for  those  contract  specialists  who  we  believe  can 
actually  think  independently  we  have  started  to  delegate  contract- 
ing authority  to  them  and  contracts  are  moving  more  quickly. 

CONTRACTING  UNDER  CURRENT  DAS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Would  you  say  then  that  during  your  tenure  in 
charge  of  DAS,  that  you  are  personally  satisfied  that  the  sole 
source  contracts  and  D&F's  and  emergency  contracts  that  came 
from  DAS  have  been  properly  justified  in  all  cases? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  won't  use  the  word  satisfied.  I  believe  we  have 
taken  control  of  a  process  that  I  think  needed  some  work  and  it  has 
gotten  a  lot  better,  that  sole  sources  and  emergencies  have  been  re- 
duced significantly.  Even  those  that  more  importantly,  we  pushed 
to  get  permanent  contracts  in  place.  Some  contracts  have  been 
going  on  for  a  period  of  time  in  emergency  condition.  They  are  now 
permanent  contracts.  That  was  an  emphasis  that  I  came  in  with. 
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People  weren't  doing  anything  wrong,  but  it  was  just  that  we  need- 
ed to  get  permanent  contracts  into  place  and  we  are  doing  that. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  My  question  is  not  whether  you  are  satisfied  with 
the  status  quo  as  opposed  to  wanting  to  improve  things,  but  wheth- 
er you  are  satisfied  that  the  sole  sourcing  and  emergency  contracts 
that  have  occurred  during  your  watch  have  been  justified? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  think,  essentially,  yes.  I  think  we  are  in  sub- 
stantial compliance  and  I  feel  comfortable  that  even  with  the  scru- 
tiny, we  are  doing  a  pretty  good  job  in  that  area. 

POLICY  CHANGES  UNDER  CURRENT  DAS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Is  there  any  significant  change  in  what  those  poli- 
cies have  been  during  your  tenure  and  what  they  were  the  year 
prior  to  that? 

Mr.  Marshall.  I  don't  know  what  the  policy  was  before  then,  but 
my  policy  has  been  to  turn  them  down.  There  have  been  a  few  of 
them. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Is  there  anything  different  about  how  those  are  han- 
dled during  your  watch  and  what  happened  the  year  prior? 

Mr.  Marshall.  What  has  been  missing  and  is  still  missing  city- 
wide,  and  we  are  trying  to  get  it  out  there,  is  everyone  on  the  same 
page.  It  is  the  inconsistencies  that  kill  you  in  the  process.  It  is  not 
that  someone  is  missing  the  process,  it  is  that  they  did  it  this  way, 
et  cetera.  If  you  were  trying  to  run  McDonald's  and  every  ham- 
burger had  to  be  tested  individually  you  would  be  out  of  business. 
We  are  trying  to  standardize  the  process,  and  we  believe  we  have 
done  that  with  a  standard  operating  procedures  manual. 

Therefore,  procurements  as  they  come  forward  have  met  certain 
tests  and  are  easier  to  review.  The  documentation  should  be  in 
place.  We  have  shown  you  one  that  wasn't  in  place,  so  it  is  not  a 
perfect  process,  but  we  believe  we  are  in  substantial  compliance 
and  we  are  moving  toward  making  it  better. 

REJECTED  SOLE  SOURCE  AND  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  What  is  the  frequency  and  scope  of  the  proposals  ei- 
ther for  sole  source  or  emergency  contracts  that  you  have  turned 
down? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Twenty,  25  percent,  I  would  think  get  turned 

down. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  You  have  disapproved  25  percent  of  the  requests 
that  come  from  contracting  officers? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Right.  That  is  only  those  that  persist  in  coming 
because  most  people  now  call  and  try  to  get  guidance  of  whether 
or  not  they  have  an  opportunity  to  come.  Some  persist  and  bring 
it  in  anyway.  I  think  there  are  some  that  don't  come  through. 

FUTURE  reductions  IN  SOLE  SOURCE  AND  EMERGENCY  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  So  we  should  anticipate  that  when  we  see  a  report 
from  the  IG  a  year  from  now  on  the  dollar  amount  of  sole  source 
and  emergency  contracts,  to  find  those  dollar  amounts  significantly 
decreased  if  you  are  turning  down  about  25  percent  of  the  re- 
quests? 
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Mr.  Marshall.  Next  year  in  the  report,  I  will  bring  out  the 
GSA's  and  those  kinds  of  contracts  and  separate  them  to  have  a 
better  snapshot. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  So  we  ought  to  see  a  double  reduction,  both  because 
of  GSA  and  the  25  percent? 

Mr.  Marshall.  That  is  accurate. 

Mr.  ISTOOK.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

LEASING  COST  SAVINGS  OF  $10  MILLION 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  savings  is  roughly  $10  million  in  leased  prop- 
erties. 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Your  best  estimate  is  that  will  be  reduced  by  about 
$10  million? 

Mr.  Marshall.  Yes.  Next  fiscal  year.  We  have  substantial  leases 
that  end  in  that  fiscal  year.  All  of  those  won't  tr£mslate  into  sav- 
ings because  some  of  those  will  have  to  be  backfilled  to  other  facili- 
ties but  that,  combined  with  us  aggressively  moving  and  putting 
people  into  space,  we  think  will  get  us  in  good  stead  with  that  full 
number. 

CONTRACT  WITH  H&E  MANAGEMENT  ASSOCIATES 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  it  relates  to  property  that  the  city  owned  and  was 
leasing  out,  a  company,  H&E  Management,  was  managing  some  62 
properties  and  collecting  the  rent  for  the  District.  I  understand 
from  last  year's  testimony  the  District  was  planning  to  terminate 
that  contract  and  do  its  own  rent  collection. 

Mr.  Marshall.  It  has  been  terminated.  That  was  done  a  couple 
of  months  before  I  came  to  the  agency.  We  are  doing  our  own  col- 
lections. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  questions  to  submit  for  the  record.  Other  than 
that,  I  have  no  further  questions. 

We  will  stand  in  recess  for  five  minutes.  Our  next  office  will  be 
the  assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Develop- 
ment followed  by  the  Office  of  Personnel. 

(Recess.) 

[The  Committee's  questions  referred  to  above  and  the  Depart- 
ment's responses  follow:] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION! 

1.    On  page  36  of  the  Operations  Budget  document  you  show  the 
"Intra-District  Funds"  as  follow: 

FY  1993  Budget  123  FTEs  $14,729,000 

FY  1993  Actual  84.5  FTEs  $  4,755,000 

FY  1994  Budget  123  FTEs  $14,729,000 

FY  1994  Revised  123  FTEs  $16,005,000 

FY  1995  Proposed  123  FTEs  $27,255,000 

Now  if  you  go  to  the  FY  1993  budget  justifications  on  page 
1-129,  the  request  was  for  123  positions  and  $14,729,000. 

a.  First,  what  happened  to  the  123  positions  and 
$14,729,000  shown  in  the  FY  1993  budget  request  —  the  FY 
1995  budget  shows  84.5  FTEs  and  $4,755,000,  a  reduction 
of  39  positions  and  a  reduction  of  $10,000,000  —  in 
other  words  you  realized  two-thirds  of  the  positions  (84 
versus  123)  and  only  one  third  of  the  funding  ($4.7 
million  versus  $14.7  million)? 

b.  What  makes  you  believe  you  are  going  to  receive  $16 
million  in  FY  1994  (+1.3  million  above  original  FY  1994 
request)  and  $27.3  million  in  FY  1995? 


ANSWER! 


a.  Nothing  has  happened  to  the  123  positions  and  $14,729,000 
shown  in  the  FY  1993  budget  request  as  compared  to 

FY  1993  actuals  of  84.5  FTEs  and  $4,755,000.   Of  the  123 
positions  that  were  authorized,  only  84.5  of  those 
positions  were  filled  in  FY  1993.   The  $14,729,000  of 
projected  revenue  in  the  FY  1993  budget  request  included 
anticipated  expenditures  for  protective  and  custodial 
services  of  $8,990,000.   However,  the  actual  costs  are 
reflected  in  the  various  agencies  that  receive  the 
services  and  not  in  the  actuals  of  DAS. 

b.  Increased  revenue  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  results  from 
the  implementation  of  the  small  purchase  consolidation 
program.   Additionally,  in  FY  1995  as  stated  at  this 
department's  budget  hearing,  $10  million  is  directly 
related  to  an  attempt  by  the  Mayor  to  track  leases. 
Allocation  of  rental  reductions  to  specific  agencies 
cannot  be  fully  identified  due  to  the  negotiation  of 
leases  therefore  the  $10  million  anticipated  reduction 
is  reflected  In  DAS'  appropriated  budget.   At  the  time 
leases  are  terminated  funding  from  agencies  will  be 
transferred  back  to  this  agency  and  that  funding  is 
reflected  in  DAS'  non-appropriated  budget. 


513 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION: 

2.    How  much  does  the  District  government  pay  to  lease  office 


space"' 


Please  provide  for  the  record  a  list  of  all  the  leases 
involved,  the  location  of  the  building,  the  square 
footage,  the  age  of  the  building,  the  cost  of  the  old 
lease  and  when  it  was  approved,  the  cost  of  the  new  lease 
and  when  it  was  approved,  and  the  percentage  increase  in 
cost. 


ANSWER! 


2.    The  District's  forecast  for  the  cost  of  office  space  is 
$34,397,615  for  FY  1994. 

(a)   Attached  below  is  a  report  that  reflects  the  current 
projected  lease  cost  of  office  space  for  FY  1995. 
Included  in  the  cost  of  current  leases  are  the  normal 
adjustments  associated  with  annual  escalation  cost, 
insurance,  and  adjustments  resulting  from  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  (CPI) .   The  data  on  the  age  of  buildings,  and 
the  cost  of  old  leases  is  not  currently  available,  but 
will  be  compiled  and  forwarded  within  the  next  sixty 
days. 


Page  Ko. 
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2(a) 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADHINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
LEASED  OFFICE  SPACE  ONLV 


LOCATION 


1000  U  ST  NW 

1200  UPSHITR  ST  NW  ' 

1207  TAYLOR  ST  NW 

1217  GOOD  HOPE  RD  SE 

1230  TAYLOR  ST  NW 

1239  &  1241  PA  AVE  SE 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

1300  FIRST  ST  NE 

1427  21ST  ST  NW 

1801  BELMONT  ST  NW 

1801  COLUMBIA  RD  NW 

1808  ADAMS  MILL  RD  NW 

1825  CONNECTICUT  AVE.  NW 

2041  MARTIK  LUTHER  KING  AVE 

2100  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  AVE 

2100  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  AVE 

2101  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  AVE 
2200  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  AVE 
2213  14TH  ST  HH 

25  K  ST  NB 

25  M  ST  SW 

3101   MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  AVE 

3552    14TH  ST  NW 

3720  MARTIN  LUTHER  KING  AVB 


COMMENCEMENT 
DATE 

SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 

ANNUAL 
COST 
FY95 

09/01/86 

12517 

234093 

01/01/88 

31821 

462700 

04/01/88 

16250 

215290 

02/01/88 

13320 

172772 

10/01/88 

11000 

130389 

01/01/85 

6202 

122266 

01/01/90 

4462 

158994 

01/01/90 

50045 

1645069 

06/15/88 

2800 

87205 

09/01/90 

2916 

84431 

10/01/82 

425 

574 

06/01/86 

10885 

274747 

03/01/73 

4200 

53951 

09/01/87 

9373 

175345 

10/01/89 

17779 

576506 

10/01/89 

49021 

1S89184 

07/14/87 

76689 

1277463 

04/01/87 

2863 

49952 

06/01/90 

16500 

712478 

07/01/87 

7831 

230092 

10/01/86 

42300 

890428 

08/01/90 

2354 

60507 

06/01/89 

5000 

72537 

11/01/94 

34500 

847017 

515 
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LOCATION 

3919  BENNING  RD  NE 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NV» 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

415  12TH  ST  NW 

450  FIFTH  ST  NW 

609  H  ST  NE  BLDG  1 

645  H  ST  NE  BLDG  2 

60S  C  ST  NW 

605  C  ST  NW 

616  H  ST  NE 

65  K  ST  NE 

680  RHODE  ISLAND  AVE  NE 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
DEPARTHLN  ^^g^jj  OFFICE  SPACE  ONLY 


COMMENCEMENT 
DATE 


09/01/88 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

10/01/75 

09/01/86 

03/01/88 

03/01/88 

09/01/86 

09/01/89 

05/01/87 

05/01/87 

10/01/86 

01/01/90 

01/01/90 

01/01/90 

01/01/90 

01/01/90 


SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 

ANNUAL 
COST 
FV95 

34400 

869100 

11639 

387814 

6747 

225593 

5600 

187250 

1675 

58306 

3020 

102547 

23169 

769769 

17872 

592842 

137196 

4548763 

5044 

167382 

6353 

213152 

22695 

718132 

99546 

2697903 

81610 

1795420 

3035 

76337 

72732 

2123571 

4075 

55503 

47438 

1214677 

995 

51006 

2956 

105233 

2154 

76642 

6368 

227146 

5774 

205702 

25259 

900559 

Paae  Ho. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
LEASED  OFFICE  SPACE  ONLY 


LOCATION 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

7X7  14TH  ST  NW 
.  717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

717  D  ST  NW 

908  THIRD  ST  NW 

950  UPSHUR  ST  NW 

1418  GOOD  HOPE  ROAD,  SB 

51  N  ST  NE 

1133  15TH  STREET,  N.W. 

410  EIGHTH  ST  NW 

717  14TH  ST  NW 

616  H  ST  NE 

33  N  ST  NE 
•«•  Total  *•• 


COMMENCEMENT 
DATE 

SQUARE 
FOOTAGE 

AKNUAL 
COST 
FY95 

01/01/90 

5798 

206496 

01/01/90 

18443 

657363 

01/01/90 

1946 

69494 

01/01/90 

21273 

758477 

01/01/90 

4999 

178302 

01/01/90 

8319 

296640 

05/01/90 

2005 

65557 

08/01/89 

760 

14851 

01/01/86 

34695 

496935 

04/01/90 

6835 

73539 

08/01/90 

15750 

455801 

11/01/90 

17551 

553160 

05/  0l/87 

12236 

231899 

01/01/90 

3650 

130034 

05/01/87 

3202 

43620 

12/02/93 

39810 

999932 

1255677 

35664080 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
QUESTION: 

3.   Each  year  the  budget  includes  projected  revenues  from  the 
sale  of  surplus  properties.   Has  your  department  sold  any 
surplus  properties  so  far  in  FY  1994?   ($1.2  million  in 
revenues  projected  for  FY  1993  on  p.  II — 3  of  FY  1993 
Operating  Budget;  $49,000  revenues  realized  (p.  D-8  of  FY 
1995  Operating  Budget;  $5.3  million  projected  in  FY  1995 
p.  D-8  of  Operating  Budget) . 

ANSWER; 

3.   The  Department  of  Administrative  Services  has  not  sold  any 

surplus  properties  in  FY  1994.   However,  it  has  a  contract  to 
sell  the  Glen  Dale  site  for  $4.1  million  which  is  expected  to 
close  in  this  fiscal  year,  or  in  the  first  quarter  of  FY  1995. 
Legislation  is  pending  in  the  D.C.  Council  that  will  conclude 
this  transaction  shortly. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION: 

4.    Last  year,  $1,025,000  and  11  positions  were  transferred 

from  your  department  to  the  Courts  so  they  could  do  their 
own  janitorial  services  and  general  maintenance  of  court 
facilities. 

(a)   Would  you  know  how  that  arrangement  is  working  out  —  as 
I  recall  it  was  a  transfer  that  you  both  agreed  to  —  are 
you  in  a  position  to  comment  as  to  whether  the  level  and 
quality  of  service  has  improved  or  remained  about  the 
same? 

ANSWER : 

4.    This  department  cannot  comment  on  the  level  and  quality 

of  service  as  a  result  of  the  transfer  since  we  no  longer 
monitor  or  supervise  the  janitorial  work  force. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION; 

5.   Please  provide  for  the  record  for  1993  and  1994  a  list  of  the 
properties  owned  by  the  District  and  managed  by  private  firms  under 
contract  with  the  city,  the  location,  the  square  footage,  the  lease 
period,  a  summary  of  the  lease  agreement,  the  annual  rent,  the  name 
of  the  managing  firm,  amounts  due,  collected,  and  unpaid  annually 
for  each  year,  the  amount  paid  to  the  private  firm  for  each  of  the 
last  5  years,  the  number  of  years  the  private  firm  has  been 
handling  the  property,  the  initial  cost  of  the  property  to  the 
District,  and  the  date  the  District  acquired  the  property. 

(a)   Please  provide  for  the  record  for  1993  and  for  1994  a 
list  of  each  private  firm  managing  properties  for  the 
District,  the  total  collections  each  firm  was 
responsible  for  annually,  how  much  each  firm  collected 
and  transferred  to  the  District  each  year,  and  how  much 
each  private  firm  was  paid  directly  or  indirectly 
including  amounts  retained  from  collections. 

ANSWER; 

5.   The  information  requested  is  shown  on  the  chart  of  ANALYSIS  OF 
GROSS  COLLECTIONS.  MANAGEMENT  FEES  AND  AMOUNT  TRANSFERRED  TO  THE 
DISTRICT  FY  1989  -  1993  (THROUGH  MAY  23.  1993)  and  the  report  of 
OUTLEASED  PROPERTIES  managed  by  an  private  firm  during  this  same 
period  is  reflected  on  the  attached  chart.   While  the  initial 
purchase  price  has  been  archived,  an  assessed  value  of  the  property 
is  attainable. 

(a)   The  management  firm  for  the  period  October  1,  1992 

through  May  23,  1993  was  H  i  E  Management  Associates, 
Ltd.   The  Department  of  Administrative  Services  began 
collecting  rent  directly  from  tenants  in  March  1993  and 
the  contract  with  the  management  firm  ended  in  May,  1993. 
H  i  E  Management  managed  all  District  owned  properties 
under  the  control  of  the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services  for  seven  years  prior  to  May  1993.   The 
management  fees  paid  after  March  1993  until  May  23,  1993, 
the  expiration  date  of  the  contract,  totalled  $19,000. 
The  chart  below  contains  the  FY  1993  requested 
information  on  collections,  costs,  fees,  and  transfers  to 
the  District.   Information  regarding  when  the  District 
acquired  the  property,  either  by  lease  or  a  direct 
purchase  and  construction  dates  has  been  identified  with 
an  asterisk  in  the  attached  report.   No  private  firms 
managed  properties  owned  by  the  District  in  1994. 
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D.C.  OOVERMMENT  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

HKE  MANAGEMENT  LTD. -ANALYSIS  OF  GROSS  COLLECTIONS,  MANAGEMENT  FEES 

AND  AMOUNT  TRANSFERRED  TO  THE  DISTRICT  FY  1989  -  1993 


FISCAL 
YEAR 

GROSS 
COLLECTED 

OPERATING 
COSTS* 

MANAGEMENT 
FEE  PAID 

AMOUNT 
TRANS- 
FERRED TO 
DISTRICT 

1989 

$3,312,342 

$2,105,001 

$184,302 

$1,023,039 

1990 

$3,946,983 

$1,911,425 

$163,019 

$872,539 

1991 

$2,462,959 

$871,247 

$136,941 

$1,454,771 

1992 

$1,940,965 

$466,197 

$145,934 

$1,328,834 

1993-Feb** 

$623,400 

$208,087 

$45,523 

$369,790 

*  utility  costs,  boiler  replacement,  heating,  ventilation,  air 
conditioning  system  repairs,  grounds  maintenance,  etc. 


♦•District  began  collecting  rent  directly  from  tenants  in  March, 
1993 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION: 

6.   Please  provide  for  the  record  a  chart,  similar  to  the  one  on 
pages  822  through  827  of  the  FY  1994  hearings,  part  1,  showing  the 
number  and  dollar  value  of  all  contracts  issued  in  FY  1992,  by 
agency,  for  the  entire  District  government,  including  the  courts, 
public  schools,  all  independent  agencies,  and  any  District 
governinent  entity  or  quasi-governmental  organization.   The  chart 
should  show  the  total  contracts  broken  down  by  sole  source  (non- 
competitive) and  competitive. 

(a)   Please  provide  similar  charts  for  FY  1993  and  1994  to 
date. 


ANSWER : 


Attached  are  charts  showing  the  number  and  value  of 
all  contracts  issued  by  District  agencies,  including 
independent  agencies,  for  FY  1992  FY  1993  and  for  FY  1994 
from  October  1,  1993  through  April  30,  1994. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTIONS 

7.    In  the  FY  1991  appropriation  bill,  the  Congress  increased 

the  Police  Department's  small  purchase  authority  from  $10.000 
to  S500.000.   There  were  complaints  that  the  procurement 
process  was  bogged  down  and  the  Police  could  not  get  tires  or 
radios  or  typewriters  so  it  was  decided  to  try  a  pilot  program 
for  one  year  to  give  the  Police  Department  the  authority  to  do 
their  own  purchasing  up  to  $500,000. 

a.  From  your  department's  perspective,  how  is  this 
working? 

b.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  chart  showing  the  number 
and  dollar  amount  of  all  procurement  requests  your 
department  received  from  the  Police  Department  in  FY  1992 
and  FY  1993,  the  number  and  dollar  amount  of  these 
requests  that  were  processed  and  filled  or  executed  in  FY 
1992  and  FY  1993,  and  the  number  and  dollar  amount  of 
these  requests  that  were  not  executed  and  were  returned 
to  the  Police  Department  for  one  reason  or  another? 

For  those  procurement  requests  that  were  not  executed, 
please  explain  the  reasons  they  were  not  executed. 


ANSWER: 


a.  With  implementation  of  the  city-wide  bulk  purchase 
program,  participation  by  all  Executive  agencies  is 
crucial  for  the  program's  success.   The  special  authority 
given  to  MPD  which  was  extended  over  the  original  one 
year  period  may  have  a  negative  bearing  on  the  bulk 
purchase  program's  success.   If  such  authority  were 
granted  to  DAS  to  use  small  purchasing  procedures  for 
this  program,  MPD  and  all  agencies  would  benefit. 

b.  Attached  is  an  updated  chart  reflecting  Metropolitan 
Police  Department  information. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION: 

8.    How  much  did  the  District  Government  pay  for  telephone 
charges  in  FY  1993? 

a.  How  much  is  budgeted  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995? 

b.  Are  audits  performed  to  determine  if  the  District  is 
being  charged  for  the  correct  number  of  instruments  and 
services? 

If  so,  please  provide  the  Committee  with  a  copy  of  each 
audit  report  and  the  criteria  for  conducting  the  audit. 
If  not  please  explain. 

ANSWER! 

8.    The  District  paid  $22,896,496  in  FY  1993. 

a.  The  forecast  for  FY  1994  is  $21,191,400  and  $23,966,700 
in  FY  1995. 

b.  Yes.   Annual  reviews  are  performed  in  conjunction  with 
user  agencies  to  update  and  confirm  telephone  instruments 
as  part  of  our  inventory  and  maintenance  programs.   These 
documents  are  verified  by  the  user  agencies  for  charge 
back  purposes  to  their  telephone  accounts.   Line  charges 
are  reviewed  on  a  case  by  case  basis  by  individual 
agencies.   There  are  no  formal  reports  prepared. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION; 

9.   How  much  did  the  District  government  pay  in  fiscal  years 

1992,  1993,  and  1994  to  date  for  contract  delivery  couriers? 


ANSWER; 


In  FY  1992  the  District  of  Columbia  Government  paid  $71,609 
for  contract  delivery  courier  services.   The  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  paid  $2,945.51  for  FY  1993  and 
$381.87  for  FY  1994  to  date.   The  amount  paid  for  FY  1993 
and  FY  1994  to  date  has  been  requested  from  District 
agencies  and  will  be  submitted  within  sixty  days. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION: 

10.  For  the  record,  please  supply  the  following: 

a.  Please  update  the  tables  on  pages  832-834  of  last 
year's  hearings  which  lists  the  buildings  operated  and 
maintained  by  vour  department. 

b.  Also,  update  the  tables  on  page  835  of  last  year's 
hearings  showing  District  surplus  properties  sold  and 
scheduled  for  sale. 

ANSWER; 

10.   a.    Provided  below  is  a  listing  of  the  buildings  operated 
and  maintained  by  the  department. 

b.    The  Department  of  Administrative  Services  has  not  sold 
any  surplus  properties  in  FY  1994.   However,  it  has  a 
contract  to  sell  the  Glen  Dale  site  for  $4.1  million 
which  is  expected  to  close  in  this  fiscal  year,  or  in  the 
first  quarter  of  FY  1995.   Legislation  is  pending  in  the 
D.C.  Council  that  will  conclude  this  transaction  shortly. 
In  addition  to  Glen  Dale  site,  the  attached  chart 
reflects  other  properties  that  are  recommended  for 
declaration  as  surplus  and  proposed  to  be  sold  in 
FY  1995. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

D.C.  PROPERTIES  RECOMMENDED  FOR  DECLARATION  AS  SURPLUS 

AND  PROPOSED  FOR  SALE  IN  FY  1995 


DESCRIPTION 

Market  Inn  Parking 
Fire  House 
Barrett  School 
Pierce  School 
Lovejoy  School 
Langston 
Howard  Theatre 
Thompson  Dairy 
Excess  Highway  Property 
Excess  Highway  Property 
Excess  Highway  Property 
Vacant  Land 


Vacant  Land 
Semi -Detached 
Escheated  Property 
Escheated  Property 
Semi-Detached 
Vacant  Land 
Row  House 
Vacant  Land 
Previous  Police 
Impoundment  Lot 
Vacant  Land 
Georgetown  Incinerator 
Gage  School 
Cedar  Knoll 

Vacant  Land 
Vacant  Land 
The  Dunlop 
Building  Incubator 
Crummel  School 

TOTALS 


LOCATION 

190  E  Street,  S.W. 

1626  N.  Capital  Street 

1400  Q  Street,  N.W. 

1375  G  Street,  N.E. 

1120  D  Street,  N.E. 

35  P  Street,  N.W. 

620  T  Street,  N.W. 

12th  (  U  Street,  N.W. 

4th  i   L  Streets,  N.W. 

3rd  (  K  Streets,  N.W. 

12th  t   Bladensburg  Rd.,  N.E. 

Near  14th  St.,  N.W.  at 

Rock  Creek  Ford  Road  4 

Fort  Stevens  Dr.,  N.W. 

626  21st  Street,  N.E. 

4404  Foote  Street,  N.E. 

419  6l3t  Street,  N.E. 

421  6l3t  Street,  N.E 

423  61st  Street,  N.E. 

1414  22nd  Street,  S.E. 

5502  13th  Stree,  N.W. 

19th  t  L  Streets,  N.E. 

6th  i   C  Streets,  N.E. 
118R  eth  Street,  N.E. 
3130  South  Street,  N.E. 
2035  2nd  Street,  N.W. 
8300  Riverton  Ct . , 
Laurel,  Md. 

1820  20th  Street,  N.W. 
1314R  12th  Street,  N.W. 

2321  4th  Street,  N.E. 

1900  Gallaudet  Street,  N.E. 


ASSESSED  VALUE 

$   292,000 

228,920 
1,080,000 

413,000 
1,888,000 

930,000 

510,000 
6,629,060 

283,000 

312,294 

169,410 


11,144 
31,169 
24,268 

5,313 
18,864 

7,430 

37,150 

112,270 

13,838 

496,904 

1,285 

5,396,800 

703,072 

4,000,000 
2,600 
4,339 

979,750 
1,555,000 

$30,237,380 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 


QUESTION: 
10.   C. 


Please  update  the  information  on  page  837  of  last  year's 
hearings  which  list  leases  negotiated  by  city  agencies. 

— Please  indicate  the  number  of  years  each  lease  is  for. 

— Please  include  a  copy  of  the  D.C.  laws  that  govern  the 
length  of  leases. 

Please  update  the  information  on  page  839  of  last  year's 
hearings  which  provides  budget  identification  of  leasing 
funds  and  the  number  of  square  feet  being  leased  by  each 
District  agency  including  each  independent  agency  and 
public  schools. 


ANSWER: 
10.   c. 


Updated  below  is  the  requested  listing  of  leases 
negotiated.  D.C.  Code  1-336  governs  the  length  of  leases. 
A  copy  of  that  code  is  provided. 

A  listing  of  the  budget  identification  of  leasing  funds 
by  each  District  agency  including  each  independent  agency 
and  public  schools  is  provided  below.   Included  in  the 
listing  is  the  number  of  square  feet  being  leased  by  each 
District  agency. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
LEASES  NEGOTIATED 
5/1/93  -  4/30/94 


LEASE 
NO. 


ADDRESS 


START 

DATE/ 

«  OF  YRS, 


OWNER 


ANNUAL 

GROSS 

RENTAL 


89-36   3720  Martin  L. 

King  Jr.  Avenue,     11/1/94 
SE  20  yrs. 

Using  Agency:   Human  Services 


Yong  &  Young  Yun    $793,500 


93-1   33  N  Street,  NE 
Using  Agency: 


12/2/93 
10  yrs. 
Human  Services 


Edward  Webster 


$915,630 


94-1        3335   V  Street,    NE 
Using  Agency 


5/1/94  SMC-United  Industrial 

5   yrs.  Ltd.    Partnership         $  99,591 

Board  of   Elections 
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I  l-W^  LcAjfug  tuthority. 

(t)  NotwiliiiUndJOg  *^y  oiA«r  proviiion  of  Itw.  tit  ^f«/of  of  lit  Diitnct  of 
CoIunibU  U  »uthonLi*<i  to  toUr  into  lti*t  *#rttra«nu  wnii  iny  p«r»oo.  co- 
pirtatniip.  c«rpor«iion.  or  otitr  tnUty,  which  do  not  hiai  tit  fovtnuntot  of 
iht  Diitrirt  of  ColCunbii  for  p«rio<lj  in  nctu  of  20  yun  for  •4cii  rwh  Itut 
»jr«ED«nt,  en  rucJi  Umn  irvd  coDditiotu.  including,  without  Iimiutioo.  Itttt^ 
punhii*.  u  ht  <Jt«rtu  to  b«  in  tht  inttrMt  of  lit  DitUict  of  Cofiunbit  tad 
n»cm4U7  for  tit  tccommodiUon  of  Dijtnct  of  Co/umbii  i^tnoiti  ind  ictivi. 
iKi  in  buildingi  or  olhtr  insprovtmenu  which  *r«  in  tiijunct  or  »rt  to  b« 
cousXiMCied  by  lit  ItMor  for  tuch  parpo*«4,  or  on  unioprovtii  r<il  property, 
(b)  No  Utt4  tgrwzntnt  tnUr*i  into  undtr  tvibt+ctJon  (*)  of  liii  »«ction 
jhiJIprovidt  for  lit  p*ym«nt  of  rtnttj  In  tic*u  of  lit  limiUUoru  prtKnl>«d 
by  I  27Ji  of  TilJt  40.  Uaiud  SUKt  Codt.  txctpt  tJut  tit  proviiieru  of  thii 
njbjKlion  ihaJI  not  tppty  to  I«ii*t  nudt  pn'or  to  Jia\ury  5,  1971.  txctpt 
when  r«n«w4U  tiereof  irt  mtdt  lAtr  rjci  dtt*.  iJgn.  i.  1971,  i4  Sut.  1939 
Pub.  L.  9U50.  ljii«  Vn.  I  705^1),  0));  1973  EA.  I  l.2«b.) 

CVui«  la  jOT«Tum«ot.  —  Thi*  ♦*rtjoo  Di*triet  «t  C»i\iahu.  TV»»«  krt&c>k««  U  for. 

«n<iiuu>d  It  t  UBM  wh4a  Ice*]  j*v«rwBj8t  »rtL»«ai  »trt  r»yk»J  by  i^  Couaol  tf  Uu 

pe«m  »irt  rf<l»tiu«l  W  tiw»  Dutnrt  M  Co.  Dmrtct  o^C^^imbu  tad  1^4  0«<«  (/Kirof  rf 

luiBii*  C»«fi<nl  ta4  M  •  Comaujecftw;  of  tht  tt^  DUtrva  rf  Olvmku,  m»»rtJy«lr  A«ar4. 

r>mnaofC^ua*.t.Tb«Dx*tn<tefWa»ku  Ija^Ma^  ti,o  p^ty^j,,  u  |  ri4(ii  WWi 

S.ir^v.nuD«M  ti%^  C«»«Tu^ouJ  IW«^-  Art    (DC.    Corf.,    f  l.JIJ<ii..    .pyr^pmi 

C«uaal  ta4  iK*  OAct  «<  C«auiui4J»A4r  ef  tht 

f  1M7.  Additional  power*  of  Mayor  and  CoimcU. 

ft)  Wtj'v^r  efbusintu  L'cta*4  nat^t]  f»^  for ptncnatl efinatd toKt$.  — 
Tht  Couflal  of  ti«  Dirtrict  of  Colvunbfa  U  tutioru^d  tnd  tmpcwtrtd  witiin 
iu  iKrtuoa,  iix  icccrdiunc*  with  »ych  r»ful«tfoai  u  it  miy  mAkt.  to  provq^t 
for  tht  wijvtr  of  piymtjit  by  tay  ptr»oa  in  tit  miiitAiy  itrnc*  of  tit  United 
Stiui  of  my  uifluij  or  othtr  ptnwlic  ft*  rtqulrtd  by  Uw  to  bt  p*Ji  to  tit 
Diruirt  of  Colombli  or  to  tnj  Dirtrict  of  Colomblt  bcMtrd  cr  wrruniuion  u  t 
(oo^tioQ  to  rtUiniiif  or  rtntwiaf  uy  HctoM  or  p«n&it  to  tn^ift  ia  iny 
bud£««4  or  ftllfnf  or  to  prftciic«  tny  proft«doo  la  tit  Dirtrict  of  Colunbia. 
••  (b)  Bead  rt^ulnmtau  For  c*rujn  bun'ntuH:  tmcunu  UrminiUon  of 

m  tvntft  Uthilityi  eoWOcttioa  b/  $urtty  ofp*ym*nt  eo  bead:  imolvtocy  of 

(  Hintj-,  ict'oa  oa  bead;  taouat  of  rtcovtry,  e^rtiOf^  ccp/  of  bead;  Ucias* 

fc  eximiDtti'oa.  —  (l)Th«  Coonril  of  tit  Dirtrict  of  Columbfi  fi  lutioriwd  ind 

i«mpcw(rtd  within  itj  ditcrtu'oo  to  tniJct  utd  taodity,  Uii  ti«  Mtyor  of  lit 
District  of  Columbit  It  tutioriud  uii  «mpowtr*d  witiia  hit  dlKniion  to 
J  *nferct.  rtfulttioru  r*<iuirinf  ptrtoni,  {\rm»,  and  corpcratioru,  otiir  tiin 

2  utility  comptTU«l,  tnitgtd  within  ti«  Dijtrict  of  Coluinbfl  ia  lit  bujintu  of 

plumbing  or  gu  fitting,  or  of  iruulling.  mtinulning.  or  rtptiring  h«iiing. 
'  vtntiUting.  lir  conditioning,  or  mKiinicAj  r«frig«r«ting  ipptrttuj.  t^uip- 

m«nt.  tppliwjcei,  lyittmi.  or  ptru  thtrtof.  or  of  inrulling.  mtinuining.  or 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

SUMMARY  REPORT  OF  LEASED  SPACE  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


FY  1995 

AGENCY 

LEASED 

FUNDING 

CODE 

AGENCY  NAME 

SO.   FOOTAGE 

$"s  in  OOO's 

AC 

DC.  AUDITOR 

6,353 

209 

AD 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

6,747 

218 

AF 

CONTRACT  APPEALS  BD 

5.774 

235 

AS 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

37.513 

0 

BA 

EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY 

2.154 

69 

BD 

OFFICE  OF  PLANNING 

23,169 

840 

BF 

FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 

17,872 

696 

BQ 

GRANTS  MANAGE  &  DEVELOP 

5,798 

0 

BX 

ARTS  AND  HUMANITIES 

12.236 

178 

CA 

FINANCE  &  REVENUE 

0 

26 

CF 

EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES 

110,180 

313 

CG 

PUB.  EMP.  RELATIONS  BOARD 

3,020 

110 

CH 

EMPLOYEE  APPEALS 

11,639 

593 

CR 

CONSUMER  &  REGULATORY  AFF 

28.456 

179 

CT 

CABLE  TV. 

16.500 

794 

DB 

HOUSING  &  COMM.  DEV. 

0 

161 

DC 

DC.  LOTTERY  BOARD  (420) 

78.694 

1,275 

DD 

PAROLE  BOARD 

21.335 

102 

DH 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  COMM. 

22,695 

630 

DJ 

PEOPLES  COUNSEL 

17,551 

453 

DL 

BOARD  OF  ELECTIONS 

24,867 

96 

ED 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

2,354 

600 

FA 

POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

276,155 

2,979 

FB 

FIRE  &  EMERGENCY  SERVICES 

760 

.    12 

FC 

SUPERIOR  COURT 

9,698 

440 

FL 

CORRECTIONS 

52,325 

585 

GA 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

288,026 

5,238 

GF 

UNIVERSITY  OF  DC. 

0 

5.840 

GH 

ED.  INST.  OF  Lie.  COMM. 

6.369 

225 

HA 

RECREATION  &  PARKS 

34.179 

188 

HS 

HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 

0 

27 

lb 

INTERNATIONAL  BUSINESS 

3.650 

0 

JA 

HUMAN  SERVICES(1 00) 

1.029.073 

18,956 

KA 

PUBLIC  W0RKS(1 00) 

51.513 

1.032 

LA 

WATER  &  SEWER  UTILITY  ADMIN 

3.202 

30 

LS 

DC.  SCHOOL  OF  LAW 

0 

2.377 

PW 

COMMITTEE  TO  PROMOTE  WASH 

1.675 

0 

SS 

TEMPORARY  OFF  EMPLOY  APPEALS 

5,000 

0 

TC 

TAXI  CAB  COMMISSION 

9,373 

0 

XC 

SUPERIOR  COURT 
TOTAL 

0 
2.225.905 

443 

46.149 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 


QUESTION: 


10. 


In  addition,  please  provide  for  the  record  a  table 
which  shows,  by  category,  the  average  cost  per  square 
foot  of  leased  space  for  fiscal  year  1995.   Also, 
please  provide  in  the  same  table  actual  data  for  FY 
1992,  FY  1993,  and  FY  1994. 


ANSWER; 


10. 


i.        Provided  below  is  a  table  of  the  average  cost  per 

square  foot  of  leased  space  by  category  for  fiscal  year 
1995.   Also  included  is  the  actual  data  for  fiscal 
years  1992,  FY  1993,  and  FY  1994. 

Average  Cost  Per  Square  Foot  Of  Leased  Space 


FY  1995 


FY  1994 


Office  space 

Clinic  space 

Halfway  houses 

Classroom  space 

Warehouse  and  Storage  space 

Miscellaneous 

Social  Services  Center 


April, 1995 

April, 1994 

$27.27 

$30.57 

18.92 

18.31 

10.81 

10.67 

11.16 

11.41 

9.61 

9.81 

17.10 

13.81 

14.78 

15.67 

FY  1993 


FY  1992 


Office  space 

Clinic  space 

Halfway  houses 

Classroom  space 

Warehouse  and  Storage  space 

Miscellaneous 

Social  Services  Center 


April, 1993 

April, 1992 

$30.16 

$27.35 

16.85 

15.78 

9.76 

9.01 

11.13 

10.60 

8.80 

8.08 

12.77 

11.47 

15.86 

14.32 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 


QUESTION; 


10. 


f . 


Provide  for  the  record  a  listing  showing  the  quantity  of 
fuel .  by  type  of  fuel,  purchased  and  consumed,  by 
department  or  agency,  for  the  entire  District  government, 
including  each  independent  agency  and  public  schools,  for 
fiscal  years  1992,  1993,  1994  estimated  and  1995 
(budgeted) .   Similar  information  appears  on  pages  842-853 
of  last  year's  hearings. 


ANSWER; 
10.   f. 


A  listing  showing  the  quantity  o 
for  various  District  government 
below.   It  should  be  noted  that 
include  fuel  oil  data  for  the  D 
General  Hospital,  University  of 
and  the  D.C.  Armory  Board  as  the 
purchases  from  contractors.   It 
the  fuel  oil  data  does  not  refle 
purchases  made  by  agencies. 


f  fuel  purchased  by  DAS 
agencies  is  provided 
the  listing  does  not 
C.  Public  Schools,  D.C. 
the  District  of  Columbia 
se  agencies  make  direct 
also  should  be  noted  that 
ct  any  intra-District 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 


QUESTION: 


10. 


Provide  for  the  record  a  listing,  by  department,  of  the 
number  and  cost  of  all  District  information  resources, 
including  microcomputers/personal  computers  and  word 
processors  purchased  or  leased  by  the  District  government 
in  fiscal  years  1993,  1994  and  planned  in  1995.   Please 
include  in  this  listing  all  District  agencies  and  include 
the  courts,  public  schools,  and  independent  agencies. 
Sinilar  information  appears  on  pages  855-856C  of  last 
year's  hearings. 


ANSWER 
10.   g. 


District  Information  Resources  expenditure  reports  by 
department  for  fiscal  years  1993,  and  1994  are  provided 
below.   The  data  for  agencies  where  data  is  currently 
available  for  FY  1995  is  provided.   Additional  figures 
for  fiscal  year  1995  are  in  the  process  of  being 
collected.   These  figures  will  be  provided  within  the 
next  ninety  days. 
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DEPARTMENT   OF   ADMINISTRATIVE    SERVICES 


QUESTION: 


10. 


Provide  for  the  record  a  listing  of  all  contracts 
processed  under  "The  Equal  Opportunity  for  Local,  Small 
and  Disadvantaged  Business  Enterprise  Emergency  Act  of 
1992"  and  currently  in  effect  for  the  District 
government,  including  each  independent  agency  and  public 
schools  showing  the  value  of  the  contract  and  the  amount 
of  the  lowest  bid  received  from  other  than  the  awardee. 
Similar  information  appears  on  pages  857-860  of  the  1994 
hearings. 


ANSWER! 
10.   h. 


As  of  June  9,  1992,  all  procurements  in  the  District 
government  are  processed  under  the  requirements  of  "The 
Equal  Opportunity  for  Local,  Small  and  Disadvantaged 
Business  Enterprise  Emergency  Act  of  1992."   However,  the 
law  allows  for  procurements  to  be  4>laced  in  the  Small 
Business  Set  Aside  Market. 


Attached  is  a  listing  of  Small  Business  Set  Aside  Market 
contracts  currently  in  effect  which  were  awarded  by  this 
Department.   The  above  information  is  being  requested 
from  other  District  agencies,  including  independent 
agencies;  upon  receipt  of  the  information,  a  listing  will 
be  compiled  and  submitted. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
QUESTION! 

11.   Please  list  the  facilities  which  have  been  leased  or 

occupied  by  all  District  government  agencies,  including  each 
Independent  agency  and  public  schools,  under  the  following 
language  which  has  been  included  in  the  appropriation  bill 
since  FY  1985.   Similar  information  appears  on  page  862  of 
last  year's  hearings. 

(Excerpt  from  FY  1993  Appropriations  Act):  Sec.  127. 

The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Administrative  Sei-vices  may 
pay  rentals  and  repair,  alter,  and  improve  rented  premises 
without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  322  of  the  Economy 
Act  of  1932  (Public  Law  72-212;  40  U.S.C.  278a),  upon  a 
determination  by  the  Director,  that  by  reason  of  circumstances 
set  forth  in  such  determination,  the  payment  of  these  rents 
and  the  execution  of  this  work,  without  reference  to  the 
limitations  of  section  322,  is  advantageous  to  the  District  in 
terms  of  economy,  efficiency  and  the  District's  best  interest. 

ANSWER! 

11.   Listed  below  are  the  facilities  that  have  been  leased  under 
the  waiver  of  the  Economy  Act  of  1932. 
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ECONOMY  ACT  WAIVERS 


Lease 
No./Effec. 


Address 


Lessor 


Agency 


Us« 


86-4 
5/1/87 

86-36 
1/1/87 

86-46 
10/1/86 

87-9 
5/1/87 

87-10 
9/1/88 


87-20 
4/15/88 

87-25 
12/1/88 

88-19 
7/2/92 


410  Eighth  St.  NW 


1525  Half  St.  SW 


680  R.I.  Ave.  NE 


616  H  St.  NE 


Robert ,  Larry      DAS 
Joseph  Miller 

Half  St.  Ltd.      Rec. 
Patnership 

B&R  Associates     DHS 


Mike  Zarpas        DPW 


3919  Benning  Rd.  NE    E.  River  Park      DHS 

Ltd.  Partnership 


2301  Lawrence  Ave.  NE  Lawerence  Ave.     DCPS 

Partnership 

6135  Kansas  Ave.  NE    6135  Kansas  Ltd.    DHS 


5140  N.H.  Burroughs 
Ave.  NE 


Worsely 
Enterprises 


DHS 


Arts 


Warehouse 


Health 
Center 

Office 


Offices 

Computer 

Facility 

Warehouse 


Clinic 


Drug 

Treatment 

Clinic 


88-27     4049  S.  Capitol  St. 
2/1/90    SW 


4049  S.  Capitol 
Ltd.  Partnership 


DOES 


Job 

Placement 

Center 


89-3 
1/1/90 


89-36 
4/1/92 

90-4 
7/15/90 


717-14th  St.  NW 


3720  Martin  Luther 
Xing  Ave.  SE 

1501  S.  Capitol  St. 
SW 


711-14th  St.  NW 
Associates  Ltd 
Partnership 


Multiple  Office 


Yong  &  O.K.  Yun    Parole   Office 


Washington  Real    MFD 
Estate  Investment 
Trust 


Warehouse 
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DEPARTMENT   OF   ADMINISTRATIVE   SERVICES 

QUESTION; 

12.   What  are  your  projections  of  lease  costs,  by  department,  for 
the  years  beyond  FY  1994? 

a.    Please  present,  in  table  format,  lease  costs,  by 
department,  for  each  year  beginning  with  FY  1992. 

ANSWER: 

12.   A  report  in  table  format  that  details  the  projected  lease 

costs  for  FY  1995  through  FY  1999  by  department  is  provided 
below. 

a.    A  report  in  table  format  that  presents  lease  costs  for 
FY  1992,  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  by  department  is  also 
provided  below. 
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Page  No.  1  DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

FISCAL  YEAR  1992 
TOTAL  RENTAL  COSTS  BY  AGENCY  CODE 

Agency  Code       Agency  Name  Total  Rental 

Costs 

AC  D.C.  Auditor  66767 

AD  Inspector  General  52150 

AE  Productivity  Management  Svcs.  281591 

AF  Contract  Appeals  Bd  194336 

AS  Administrative  Services  873093 

BA  D.C.  Notary  72556 

BD  Office  of  Planning  238897 

BE  Labor  Relations  79349 

BF  Financial  Management  184397 

BQ  Criminal  Justice  208388 

BX  Arts  and  Humanities  167202 

BY  Office  On  Aging  191085 

BZ  Latino  Affairs  62089 

CA  Finance  &  Revenue  23331 

CB  Corporation  Counsel  497778 

CB  Public  Library  3420 

OF  Employment  Services  1106434 

CG  Pub. Emp. Relations  Bd  31062 

CH  Employee  Appeals  119948 

CR  Consumer  &  Regulatory  643986 

CT  Cable  T.V.  928722 

DB  Housing  Community  Development  2883133 

DC  D.C.  Lottery  Bd  1229234 

DD  Parole  Board  1146306 

DH  Public  Service  Comm.  617072 

DJ  Peoples  Counsel  386893 

DL  Board  of  Elections  23331 

ED  Development  Zone  Office  212870 

EN  Business  &  Economic  Dev.  899264 

FA  Police  Department  2471279 

FB  Fire  &  Emergency  Services  12000 

FC  Superior  Court  175001 

FH  Civilian  Complaint  Board  217689 

PL  Corrections  390893 

GA  Public  Schools  5589228 

GH  Ed.  Inst,  of  Lie.  Comm.  215922 

HA  Recreation  &  Parks  243299 

IB  International  Business  84434 

JA  Human  Services  24840917 

KA  Transportation  Systems  Admin.  1092728 

IiA  Water/Sewer  Administration  42731 

PW  Committee  to  Promote  Washington  20681 

RS  11026093 

SS  Temporary  Office  Employee  Appeals  148837 

TC  Taxi  Cab  Commission  150074 

TOTAL  60146490 
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Page  No.  1 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

FISCAL  YEAR  1993 

TOTAL  RENTAL  COSTS  BY  AGENCY  CODE 


Agency 
Code 


Agency 
Name 


Total 

Rental 

Costs 


AC 
AD 
AE 
AF 
AS 
BA 
BD 
BE 
BF 
BI 
BQ 
BX 
BY 
CA 
CB 
CE 
CF 
CG 
CH 
CR 
CT 
DB 
DC 
DD 
DH 
DJ 
DL 
ED 
EN 
FA 
FB 
FC 
FH 
FL 
GA 
GH 
HA 
IB 
JA 
KA 
LA 
PW 
SS 
TC 


D.C.  Auditor  197730 

Inspector  General  231834 

Productivity  Management  Svcs.  329691 

Contract  Appeals  Bd  185340 

Administrative  Services  3099689 

D.C.  Notary  69055 

Office  of  Planning  759170 

Labor  Relations  102965 

Financial  Management  695542 

Banking  121593 

Grants  Management  &  Develop.  187445 

Arts  and  Humanities  164671 

Office  On  Aging  195992 

Finance  &  Revenue  21926 

Corporation  Counsel  481696 

Public  Library  3420 

Employment  Services  1167379 

Pub. Emp. Relations  Bd  99174 

Employee  Appeals  381408 

Consumer  &  Regulatory  600941 

Cable  T.V.  660325 

Housing  Community  Development  2865756 

D.C.  Lottery  Bd  1303566 

Parole  Board  1114504 

Public  Service  Comm.  661355 

Peoples  Counsel  377856 

Board  of  Elections  21926 

Development  Zone  Office  45970 

Business  &  Economic  Dev.  857163 

Police  Department  1815407 

Fire  &   Emergency  Services  12000 

Superior  Court  175548 

Civilian  Complaint  Board  207542 

Corrections  417930 

Public  Schools  5662813 

Ed.  Inst,  of  Lie.  Comm.  206051 

Recreation  &  Parks  188092 

International  Business  99367 

Human  Services  29967943 

Transportation  Systems  Admin.  1138287 

Water/Sewer  Administration  36067 

Committee  to  Promote  Washington  175987 

Temporary  Office  Employee  Appeals  163041 

Taxi  Cab  Commission  155059 


TOTAL 


57425216 
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Page  No. 


DEPARTMEWT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
nSCAL  YEAR  1994 
TOTAL  RENTAL  COSTS 
BY  AGENCY  CODE 


USING  AGENCY 


TOTAL 

RENTAL 

COSTS 


**  AGENCY  CODE: 
•*  Subtotal  •* 


•*  AGENCY  CODE:  AC 
••  Subtotal  •• 


212183 


**  AGENCY  CODE:  AD 
*•  Subtotal  ** 


224610 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  AE 
**  Subtotal  ** 


356696 


•*  AGENCY  CODE:  AF 
*•  Subtotal  ** 


199580 


♦*  AGENCY  CODE:  AS 
••  Subtotal  •* 


755420 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  BA 
**  Subtotal  *• 


74361 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  BO 
*•  Subtotal  ** 


767190 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  BF 
*•  Subtotal  •* 


♦•  AGENCY  CCOE:  BI 
••  Subtotal  ** 


777491 
82474 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  BQ 
••  Subtotal  •• 


201810 
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Page  Ko. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
TOTAL  RENTAL  COSTS 
BY  AGENCY  CODE 


USING  AGENCY 


TOTAL 

RENTAL 

COSTS 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  BX 
•*  Subtotal  •* 


**  AGENCY  CODE:  BY 
*•  Subtotal  ** 


**  AGENCY  COOE:  CA 
**  Subtotal  ** 

••  AGENCY  COOE:  CB 
**  Subtotal  •• 


*•  AGENCY  COOE:  CE 
*•  Subtotal  •• 


••  AGENCY  COOE:  CF 
**  Subtotal  •• 


218435 


21981 


31556 


111828 


570 


1729129 


••  AGENCY  COOE:  CG 
••  Subtotal  •* 


**  AGENCY  COOE:  CH 
*•  Subtotal  •• 


**  AGENCY  COOE:  CR 
**  Subtotal  *• 


**  AGENCY  COOE:  CT 
*•  Subtotal  *• 


*♦  AGENCY  COOE:  DB 
*•  Subtotal  •* 


101900 


386352 


753570 


673402 


U87831 


572 
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BY  AGENCY  CODE 


USING  AGENCY 


TOTAL 

RENTAL 

COSTS 


•*  AGENCY  CODE:  DC 
••  Subtotal  •• 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  DD 
**  Subtotal  ♦• 

•*  AGENCY  CODE:  DH 
•*  Subtotal  •• 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  DJ 
••  Subtotal  •• 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  DL 
**  Subtotal  •• 

**  AGENCY  CODE:  ED 
**  Subtotal  ** 


**  AGENCY  CODE:  EN 
**  Subtotal  •• 


**  AGENCY  CODE:  FA 
••  Subtotal  •* 

**  AGENCY  CODE:  FB 
*•  Subtotal  •• 

'*•  AGENCY  CODE:  FC 
•*  Subtotal  •• 

••  AGENCY  CODE:  FH 
•*  Subtotal  •• 


1326720 


^051351 


8478A7 


478125 


31556 


52604 


758932 


2214962 


12912 


141403 


20221 


573 
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FISCAL  YEAR  1994 
TOTAL  RENTAL  COSTS 
BY  AGENCY  CODE 


USING  AGENCY 


TOTAL 

RENTAL 

COSTS 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  FL 
••  Subtotal  •• 


*•  AGENCY  CODE:  GA 
•*  Subtotal  *• 


**  AGENCY  CODE:  CM 
**  Subtotal  •• 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  HA 
•*  Subtotal  •• 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  IB 
••  Subtotal  *• 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  JA 
•*  Subtotal  *• 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  ICA 
••  Subtotal  ** 


••  AGENCY  CODE:  LA 
**  Subtotal  *• 


•*  AGENCY  CODE:  PW 
••  Subtotal  •• 


•*  AGENCY  CODE:  SS 
••  Subtotal  •• 


629282 


6178409 


221844 


357993 


121581 


22332093 


1249917 


41154 


57791 


174454 


•*  AGENCY  CODE:  TO 
••  Subtotal  *• 


172181 


574 


Page  No. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 
FISCAL  YEAR  199* 
TOTAL  RENTAL  COSTS 
BY  AGENCY  CODE 


USING  AGENCY  TOTAL 

RENTAL 
COSTS 


•••  Total  ••• 

47641701 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION; 

13.   How  much  of  the  projected  increase  in  lease  cost  is  due  to 
rent  escalation? 

ANSWER; 

13.   Rental  costs  for  FY  1995  are  projected  to  decrease. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

QUESTION; 

14.   What  systems  are  in  place  and  what  reports  are  available  for 
use  in  monitoring  and  controlling  lease  costs? 

ANSWER; 

14.   A  computerized  lease  database  has  been  established.   It 

produces  reports  on  lease  costs,  expiration  dates,  renewal 
dates,  option  dates,  cost  per  square  foot,  agency  totals, 
and  budgetary  information  through  FV  1999.   We  are  awaiting 
the  procurement  of  an  industry  standard  database  to  monitor 
and  maintain  District  property. 
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DEPARTMENT   OF   ADMINISTRATIVE   SERVICES 

QUESTION: 

15.   What  use  is  the  District  currently  making  of  "terra"  or 
"requirements"  contracts  for  large-scale  buys  of  common 
commodities? 

a.  Is  there  an  organized  effort  in  place  to  use  these 
contracts? 

b.  In  lieu  of  these  contracts,  what  is  your  assessment  of 
the  costs  to  the  District  of  recurring  small  purchases  by 
multiple  agencies? 

ANSWER; 

15.   The  Department  of  Administrative  Services  has  implemented 
"terra"  or  "requirements"  contracts  for  some  large-scale 
purchases  of  common  commodities  that  are  normally  processed  by 
the  department  (procurement  over  $10,000).   The  following 
listing  is  an  example  of  some  commodity  categories. 

Meats 
Fish 

Dairy  Products 

Vegetables  (fresh  and  frozen) 
Fruits  (fresh  and  frozen) 
Coffee  and  Tea  Products 
Spices  and  Condiments 
-    Paper  (xerographic,  plain  bond) 

Paper  and  Plastic  Disposable  Supplies 
Transportation  and  Heating  Fuels 
Lubricants 
Uniforms 

a.  The  Department  has  increased  its  efforts  to  consolidate 
common  commodity  requirements  into  term  contracts  for  use 
by  multiple  agencies.   Historically,  the  Department  has 
been  successful  in  procuring  the  District's  fuel 
requirements  in  this  manner  and  now  organized  efforts  are 
being  focused  in  the  area  of  "institutional"  commodities. 
These  efforts  are  reflected  in  the  establishment  of  the 
District-wide  Food  Specification  Review  and  Approval 
Committee.   This  committee  has  the  responsibility  for 
collection,  review,  revision  and  approval  of  District- 
wide  specifications  for  term  contracts  involving  food  and 
associated  items. 

b.  District  Government  agencies  have  been  delegated 
authority  for  small  purchases  (under  $10,000)  and  GSA 
purchases  under  $25,000.   At  present,  this  Department 
does  not  have  the  capability  of  monitoring  small 
purchases  city-wide.   However,  this  department  will  be 
reviewing  and  assessing  small  purchase  activities  within 
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the  Executive  Branch  for  coordination  of  agencies' 
procurement  requirements  and  award  District-wide  term 
contracts  for  commonly  used  goods.   The  purchases  of 
these  items  in  bulk  quantities  will  result  in  lower  unit 
costs. 
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HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 


1993 

1994 

1995 

AGENCY 

ACTUAL 

APPROVED 

PROPOSED 

Office  of  the  Asst  City  Admin  for  Human  Resrs  Devop 

District  Funds 

0 

0 

1.026 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

1.026 

D.C.  Office  of  Personnel 

District  Funds 

12,836 

12.629 

10.938 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

50 

56 

56 

Total 

12,886 

12,685 

10.994 

Department  of  Employment  Services 

District  Funds 

30,324 

30.595 

28,620 

Federal  Funds 

63.493 

28,607 

32.168 

Other  Funds 

180,799 

11,350 

10,965 

Tota 

274,616 

70,552 

71,753 

Education  Licensure  Commission 

District  Funds 

435 

487 

462 

Federal  Funds 

82 

90 

103 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Tota 

517 

577 

565 

Total  District  Funds 

43,595 

43.711 

41,046 

Total  Federal  Funds 

63,575 

28.697 

32,271 

Total  Other  Funds 

180,849 

11.406 

11,021 

Total,  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEV 

288,019 

83.814 

84,338 
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Tuesday,  May  17,  1994. 

ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN 
RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 

AND 

OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL 

WITNESSES 

JOSEPH  P.  YELDELL,  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN 

RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 
LARRY  A-  KING,  DIRECTOR  OF  PERSONNEL 

DEBRA  McDowell,  director,  office  of  labor  relations  and 

COLLECTIVE  BARGAINING 
JOHN  H.  SHAMLEY,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  OF  PERSONNEL 
CAROL  JACKSON  JONES,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  ADMINIS- 
TRATION AND  FINANCE 
JANICE  Y.  ALLEN,  CHIEF,  BUDGET  AND  FISCAL  MANAGEMENT  DIVI- 
SION 

Remarks  of  Chairman  Dixon 

Mr.  Ddcon.  We  will  come  to  order.  We  have  two  agencies  before 
us.  We  have  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Re- 
sources Development,  Mr.  Joseph  Yeldell,  and  we  have  the  Office 
of  Personnel  and  its  Director,  Larry  A.  King. 

ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

DEVELOPMENT 

The  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Develop- 
ment, is  requesting  $1,026,000  and  24  full-time  equivalent  posi- 
tions for  FY  1995  for  this  new  office. 

If  you  have  a  statement  for  the  record,  I  would  be  pleased  to  re- 
ceive it. 

Mr.  Yeldell,  I  have  no  questions  of  you.  If  there  is  anything  you 
would  like  to  say. 

Mr.  Yeldell.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  before  you.  We  appreciate 
your  support  for  the  District  and  are  here  to  answer  questions  you 
may  have.  The  Committee  has  my  prepared  statement. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  JOSEPH  P.  YELDELL 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF 

JOSEPH  P.  YELDELL 

ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 

FOR 
HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 

BEFORE 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

REGARDING 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  AND 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  REVISED 

BUDGET  REQUESTS 

FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 

MAY  17,  1994 
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GOOD  MORNING,  CHAIRMAN  DIXON,  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
COMMITTEE,  AND  MY  FELLOW  CITIZENS.  I  AM  JOSEPH  P.  YELDELL, 
ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  FOR 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  I  AM  PLEASED  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY 
TO  REVIEW  AND  DISCUSS  THE  DISTRICT'S  BUDGET  FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE 
ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR. 

THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT  WAS  CREATED  BY  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1993.  THIS 
OFFICE  IS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  DEVELOPING  POLICY  AND  COORDINATING 
ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  CLUSTER  OF  AGENCIES 
AND  OFFICES.  THE  CLUSTER  INCLUDES  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  EMPLOYMENT 
SERVICES,  THE  OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL,  THE  OFFICE  OF  LABOR  RELATIONS 
AND  COLLECTIVE  BARGAINING,  AND  THE  OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE 
TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT. 

THE  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  ALSO  BRINGS  UNDER  THE  AUSPICES  OF  THIS 
OFFICE  THE  OFFICE  OF  EDUCATION  —  WHICH  INCLUDES  THE  EDUCATION 
LICENSURE  COMMISSION  AND  THE  OFFICE  OF  POST  SECONDARY  EDUCATION  — 
AS  WELL  AS  THE  HUMAN  RIGHTS  FtJNCTIONS  OF  THE  DISTRICT'S  OFFICE  OF 
HUMAN  RIGHTS  AND  MINORITY  BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT.  SEPARATE 
REORGANIZATION  PLANS  THAT  WILL  COMPLETE  THE  HUMAN  RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT  CLUSTER  ARE  IN  THE  FINAL  STAGES  OF  COMPLETION.  AND  WILL 
BE  SUBMITTED  TO  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  WITHIN  THE  VERY  NEAR  FUTURE. 
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ALMOST  DAILY  WE  READ  ABOUT  HOW  STRUCTURAL  ECONOMIC  CHANGES  IN  OUR 
ECONOMY  HAVE  RESULTED  IN  MASSIVE  LAYOFFS,  AS  INDUSTRY  AND 
GOVERNMENT  STRUGGLE  TO  DO  MORE  WITH  LESS.  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  TOO,  MUST  DO  MORE  WITH  LESS.  BUT  TO  DO  SO, 
WE  MUST  HAVE  A  WORKFORCE  THAT  IS  FLEXIBLE,  HIGHLY  SKILLED,  AND  ABLE 
TO  THINK  ON  THEIR  FEET.  OUR  GOAL  IS  TO  INVEST  IN  OUR  GOVERNMENT 
WORKERS,  AS  WELL  AS  DISTRICT  RESIDENTS,  SO  THAT  THEY  MAY  ACHIEVE 
EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY  AS  HIGHLY  COMPETENT,  ADAPTABLE  WORKERS. 

THE  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  CLUSTER  AGENCIES  AND  OFFICES  WILL 
STRIVE  JOINTLY  TO  DEVELOP  THE  WORKFORCE  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
--  IN  BOTH  THE  PRIVATE  AND  PUBLIC  SECTORS.  THE  CLUSTER'S  GOAL  IS 
TO  SUCCESSFULLY  SUPPLY  EMPLOYER  NEEDS  FOR  QUALIFIED  AND  SKILLED 
WORKERS  WELL  INTO  THE  NEXT  CENTURY.  THIS  WILL  BE  ACHIEVED  BY  A 
STRONG  COMMITMENT  TO  TRAINING  AND  RETRAINING  BOTH  OUR  RESIDENTS  AND 
OUR  PUBLIC  SERVANTS. 

OVERVIEW  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  AND  REVISED  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGET 
REQUESTS 

THE  OFFICE'S  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS 
$1,026,000  ($171,000  LESS  THAN  THE  REVISED  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  LEVEL). 
THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT,  AND  ITS  COMPONENT  OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE 
TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT,  WILL  BE  STAFFED  WITH  8  AND  16  FULL-TIME- 
EQUIVALENT  EMPLOYEES,  RESPECTIVELY,  IN  BOTH  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  AMD 
FISCAL  YEAR  1995. 
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THE  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR/HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  VISION 
AND  THE  CLUSTER'S  OPERATIONS 

OUR  VISION  FOR  A  COMPREHENSIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  EMPLOYEE  DEVELOPMENT  IS 
PREDICATED  ON  CERTAIN  FUNDAMENTAL  BELIEFS: 

A  BELIEF  THAT  INVESTMENT  IN  OUR  WORKERS  IS  NECESSARY  AND 

ESSENTIAL  FOR  OUR  FUTURE  WELL  BEING, 

A  BELIEF  THAT  EMPLOYEE  INVOLVEMENT  IS  IMPORTANT  AND  THAT 

MEANINGFUL  INTERACTION  BETWEEN  EMPLOYEES  AND  MANAGEMENT  IS  TO 

BE  ENCOURAGED. 

A  BELIEF  THAT  EMPLOYEES  WANT  TO  BE  PRODUCTIVE  AND  THAT  A 

SPIRIT  OF  COOPERATION  AND  TEAMWORK  IS  ESSENTIAL  TO  ACHIEVE 

GOOD  RESULTS, 

A  BELIEF  THAT  TEAMBUILDING  SHOULD  BE  PROMOTED  AT  ALL  LEVELS, 

FROM  THE  CABINET  TO  FRONT  LINE  WORKERS,  AND 

A  BELIEF  THAT  A  FULLY  TRAINED.  PRODUCTIVE  WORKER  CAN  AND  WILL 

DELIVER  EXCELLENT  SERVICES  --  AND  THAT  OUR  CUSTOMERS  WILL  BE 

THE  ULTIMATE  BENEFICIARIES  OF  OUR  INVESTMENT. 

IN  ITS  FEW  MONTHS  OF  OPERATION,  THE  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  HAS  BEGUN  TO  DEVELOP  THE  NECESSARY 
LINKAGES  AND  TO  LAY  OUT  THE  FOUNDATION  FOR  CLUSTER  OPERATIONS.  WE 
HAVE  ALSO  BEGUN  TO  IMPLEMENT  THE  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  THAT 
ESTABLISHED  THE  CLUSTER  BY  BRINGING  TOGETHER  ALL  OF  THE  ENTITIES 
WHICH  PREVIOUSLY  EXISTED  IN  OTHER  ORGANIZATIONAL  CONFIGURATIONS, 
SUCH  AS  THE  HUMAN  RIGHTS  FUNCTIONS  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HUMAN 
RIGHTS  AND  MINORITY  BUSINESS  DEVELOPMENT,  AND  THE  OFFICE  OF 
EDUCATION. 
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AS  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR,  I  HAVE  BEGUN  TO  STRENGTHEN 
INTERRELATIONSHIPS  AND  IMPROVE  PLANNING  WITHIN  THE  NEW  HUMAN 
RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  CLUSTER.  THfi  CLUSTER  HAS  BEGUN  TO  FUNCTION 
PROACTIVELY,  AS  A  SERVICE  ENTITY.  FOR  EXAMPLE,  THE  DISTRICT'S 
OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL  IS  NOW  ACTIVELY  INVOLVED  WITH  OTHER  DISTRICT 
AGENCIES  IN  THE  PLANNING  STAGES  OF  FEDERAL  GRANTSMANSHIP 
OPPORTUNITIES,  SO  THAT  THE  OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL  WILL  BECOME 
ORGANIZATIONALLY  "READY"  TO  PROVIDE  RECRUITMENT  SERVICES  THAT  MAT 
BE  NEEDED  BY  THESE  AGENCIES  UPON  GRANT  APPROVAL.  THIS  EARLY 
INVOLVEMENT  ALLOWS  THE  OFFICE  OF  PERSONNEL  TO  PROVIDE  FULL  SERVICE 
RECRUITMENT  EXPERTISE  AND  TO  PROPERLY  MATCH  APPLICANT  POOLS  WITH 
THE  SKILLS  NEEDED  TO  EFFECTIVELY  MEET  GRANT  REQUIREMENTS. 
THIS  IS  ONE  EXAMPLE  OF  HOW  WE  PLAN  TO  REMOVE  BARRIERS  THAT  IMPEDE 
SERVICE  DELIVERY  EXPEDIENCY,  AND  ENCOURAGE  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES 
THAT  PROMOTE  GOOD  PROGRAM  INTEGRATION. 

TRAINING  OF  THE  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE  --  SETTING  THE  COURSE 
THE  MOST  CRITICAL  ASPECT  OF  THE  VISION  FOR  EMPLOYEE  DEVELOPMENT 
CENTERS  ON  THE  FORMULATION  OF  A  TRAINING  STRATEGY  FOR  THE 
GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  TRAINERS  AND  FACILITATORS 
FROM  THE  OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE  TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
COMPONENT  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  WILL 
LAUNCH  TRAINING  PROGRAMS  THAT  WILL  BE  AVAILABLE  TO  ALL  DISTRICT 
EMPLOYEES.  THESE  TRAINING  PROGRAMS  WILL  PROVIDE  THOSE  EMPLOYEES 
WITH  NEW  SKILLS  --  SKILLS  THAT  WILL  ENABLE  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  TO  REINVENT  AND  RE-TOOL  ITSELF  IN  PREPARATION 
FOR  THE  TWENTY-FIRST  CENTURY.  THESE  TRAINING  PROGRAMS  WILL  BE 
DELIVERED  THROUGH  AND  BY  THE  DISTRICT'S  OWN  LEARNING  ACADEMY. 
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PEOPLE  GROW  THROUGH  TRAINING.  ORGANIZATIONS  THAT  CONTINUOUSLY 
INVEST  IN  TRAINING  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  GROW  BEYOND  THEIR  CURRENT 
CAPACITIES.  THE  OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE  TRAINING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  WILL  DEVELOP  POLICY  AND  FACILITATE  TRAINING  THROUGH 
SEVERAL  MECHANISMS. 

WE  HAVE  ALREADY  BEGUN  TO  WORK  WITH  AGENCY  DIRECTORS  AND  HUMAN 
RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT  MANAGERS  ASSIGNED  TO  EACH  AGENCY  TO  MAKE  THESE 
ON-SITE  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  MANAGERS  A  CRITICAL  LINK  TO  ANY 
TRAINING  EFFORT  DEVELOPED  ON  BEHALF  OF  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES.  THIS  EFFORT  WILL  INCLUDE  TRAINING  THE  TRAINER  COURSES 
FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  MANAGERS  SO  THEY  MAY  BE  ABLE  TO 
PROVIDE  SOME  TRAINING  WITHIN  THEIR  AGENCIES  AND  AT  THE  ACADEMY. 
HOWEVER,  AGENCIES  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  AND  HAVE  WIDE 
LATITUDE  TO  ARRANGE  FOR  PROVIDING  SPECIALIZED  TRAINING  SERVICES  TO 
THEIR  EMPLOYEES  WHERE  TECHNICAL  NEEDS  MUST  BE  ADDRESSED  AND  FOR 
PURPOSES  OF  CERTIFYING  OR  LICENSING  SPECIFIC  STAFF  COMPETENCIES. 

ANOTHER  IMPORTANT  TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  TOIS 
OFFICE  CENTERS  ON  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  NEXT  GENERATION  OP 
DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  MANAGERS  THROUGH  EXECUTIVE  LEVEL  TRAINING.  IT 
IS  OUR  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  DEVELOP  LEADERSHIP  AND  MANAGEMENT  SKILLS 
FROM  WITHIN  THE  RANKS  OF  GOVERNMENT  ~  TO  DEVELOP  A  CADRE  OP 
SKILLED  MANAGERS  WHO  WILL  BE  READY  TO  ASSUME  GREATER  LEVELS  OP 
RESPONSIBILITY  AT  CABINET  AND  SUBCABINET  LEVELS  AS  NEEDED. 
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WE  BELIEVE  THAT  EMPLOYEES  WHO  ARE  PRODUCTIVELY  INVOLVED  IK 
FURTHERING  THE  MISSION  OF  THEIR  AGENCIES  SHOULD  DEVELOP  THEMSELVES 
TO  ASSUME  LEADERSHIP  POSITIONS  WITHIN  THEIR  ORGANIZATIONS.  IF  THAT 
IS  THEIR  DESIRE.  TO  PURSUE  THIS  OBJECTIVE,  WE  WILL  SPONSOR 
SPECIALIZED  TRAINING  FOR  POTENTIAL  MANAGERS  THROUGH  THE  DISTRICT'S 
ACADEMY  AND  THROUGH  ESTABLISHED  AND  WELL  REGARDED  EXECUTIVE 
LEADERSHIP  TRAINING  PROGRAMS  OFFERED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR, 
AND  OTHER  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  ENTITIES. 

WE  ALSO  BELIEVE  THAT  MANAGERS  SHOULD  HAVE  A  KEEN  UNDERSTANDING  OF 
BUDGETING.  OUR  EFFORTS  TO  IMPROVE  MANAGEMENT  SKILLS  WILL 
CONCENTRATE  ON  THIS  AREA.  WE  THINK  THIS  KNOWLEDGE  IS  ESSENTIAL  FOR 
MANAGEMENT  READINESS  AND  EFFECTIVENESS. 

THE  TRAINING  MISSION  FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE 
TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  WILL  BE  ACCOMPLISHED  ON  SEVERAL  DIFFERENT 
LEVELS.  THE  MAIN  VEHICLE  FOR  EMPLOYEE  TRAINING  WILL  BE  THE 
DISTRICT'S  TRAINING  ACADEMY.  THE  ACADEMY  WILL  FEATURE  SEVERAL 
INSTITUTES  WHICH  ARE  BEING  STRUCTURED  TO  REACH  THE  GREATEST  NUMBER 
OF  DISTRICT  EMPLOYEES.  EACH  INSTITUTE  WILL  PROVIDE  A  MIX  OF 
LEARNING  APPLICATIONS,  SUCH  AS  THREE-  TO  FIVE-DAY  TRAINING 
PROGRAMS,  WORKSHOPS,  LECTURES.  EXPERIENCED-BASED  LABORATORIES,  FILM 
FESTIVALS,  FIELD  EXPERIENCES,  SMALL  GROUP  CONSULTATIONS  DESIGNED  TO 
ADDRESS  SPECIFIC  PROGRAM  NEEDS.  ONE-ON-ONE  COACHING  SESSIONS  AND 
SITE  VISITS  TO  ORGANIZATIONS  THAT  HAVE  SIMILAR  MISSIONS.  IN  ORDER 
TO  OBSERVE  WORK  PROCESSES. 
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DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1994,  THE  OFFICE  OF  GOVERNMENT  WORKFORCE 
TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  PROVIDE  ORGANIZATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT  SERVICES  TO  DISTRICT  AGENCIES,  SOME  OF  WHICH  HAVE 
ALREADY  BEGUN  INTENSIVE  WORK.  WE  ARE  PRESENTLY  LAYING  THE 
FOUNDATION  SO  THAT  WE  MAY  BEGIN  FULL  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  TOTAL 
QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  INITIATIVES  ON  A  LARGER  SCALE  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR 
1995. 

THIS  OFFICE  WILL  ALSO  CONTINUE  TO  WORK  WITH  INTER-AGENCY  GROUPS  TO 
FACILITATE  THEIR  MEETINGS  AND  DEVELOP  CONSENSUS  AMONG  PREVIOUSLY 
ADVERSARIAL  GROUPS  OF  DISTRICT  EMPLOYEES  AND/OR  THEIR  CONSTITUENTS. 
IN  ADDITION,  SPECIAL  EMPHASIS  WILL  BE  PLACED  ON  PROVIDING  CUSTOMER 
SERVICE  TRAINING  TO  FRONT  LINE  WORKERS.  OUR  GOAL  IS  TO  DEVELOP  OUR 
EMPLOYEES  INTO  CUSTOMER  SERVICE  ORIENTED  INDIVIDUALS,  AND  WE 
BELIEVE  THIS  WILL  HAVE  A  DRAMATIC  IMPACT  ON  THE  QUALITY  OP  OUR 
SERVICES. 

WE  WANT  TO  FULLY  PROMOTE  AND  NURTURE  STRONG  RELATIONSHIPS  WITH  THE 
LABOR  COMMUNITY  AS  WE  SEEK  TO  CHANGE  OUR  ORGANIZATIONAL  CULTURE  AND 
PURSUE  TOTAL  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  INITIATIVES  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995, 
AND  IN  THE  YEARS  TO  COME.  MANY  OF  THESE  INITIATIVES  WILL  SUCCEED 
IN  PROMOTING  A  CHANGE  IN  ORGANIZATIONAL  CULTURE.  THE  ASSISTANT 
CITY  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT  WILL  DEVELOP 
STRATEGIES  TO  ENSURE  THAT  ORGANIZATIONAL  CULTURAL  CHANGE  BEGINS  TO 
PERMEATE  THROUGHOUT  THE  DISTRICT'S  WORKFORCE: 

SO  THAT  WE  MAY  LEARN  HOW  TO  INTERACT  BETTER  WITH  OUR  FELLOW 

EMPLOYEES  AND  CUSTOMERS, 
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so  THAT  WE  MAT  REDUCE  THE  INCIDENCE  OF  SEXUAL  HARASSMENT  IN 

THE  WORKPLACE,  AND 

SO  THAT  WE  MAY  LEARN  TO  VALUE  DIVERSITY.  ' 

THESE  CHANGES  CAN  ONLY  BE  ACHIEVED  BY  EDUCATING  OURSELVES  AND  BY 
ENLISTING  SUPPORT  PROM  ALL  LEVELS  WITHIN  OUR  ORGANIZATIONS. 

THIS  CONCLUDES  MY  OVERVIEW  OF  OUR  BUDGET  REQUESTS  AND  OPERATIONS. 
I  WOULD  BE  PLEASED  TO  ADDRESS  ANY  QUESTIONS  THAT  YOU  OR  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  COMMITTEE  MIGHT  HAVE  AT  THIS  TIME. 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Development  is  to 
develop  policy  and  coordinate  the  activities  of  the  Human  Resources  Development  cluster  agencies 
and  offices. 

Agency  Description 

Investing  in  the  District's  human  resources,  that  is,  government  workers  and  District  residents,  will 
improve  the  quality  and  efficiency  of  government  services,  as  well  as  the  employability  of  our 
citizens.    Currently,  the  skills  of  our  local  workforce  do  not  match  the  demands  for  high  technology 
skills  that  exist  within  both  the  public  and  private  sector  workplaces.   The  goal  of  the  District's 
human  resources  development  strategy  is  to  coordinate  and  maximize  available  resources  in  order  to 
produce  a  well-trained  workforce  capable  of  satisfying  workplace  requirements  while  simultaneously 
meeting  the  increasingly  sophisticated  demands  of  the  District's  customers. 

The  Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Development  will  provide 
overall  policy  direction  and  centralized  management  to  the  cluster  agencies/offices  consisting  of  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Development,  the  Office  of  Labor 
Relations  and  Collective  Bargaining,  the  Office  of  Personnel,  the  Department  of  Employment 
Services,  and  the  Office  of  Government  Workforce  Training  and  Development. 

The  Office  of  Government  Workforce  Training  and  Development  will  be  responsible  for 
coordinating,  facilitating,  and  delivering  employee  development  activities.   The  office  will  also 
design  methods  to  broaden  the  skills  of  managers  and  supervisors  to  create  a  workplace  culture 
driven  by  quality.    Likewise,  technical  skills  training  will  be  provided  to  enable  District  workers  to 
keep  pace  with  the  demands  of  the  current  workplace. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,026,000  and  24.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $171,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,197,000  and  24.0  FTEs,  an 
increase  of  $1,197,000  and  an  increase  of  24.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  In  FY  1994,  an  increase  of  $1,044,000  in  personal  services  and  $153,000  in  nonpersonal 

services  to  establish  the  agency. 
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■  In  FY  1995,  a  reduction  of  $171,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges  to  reflect  the  agency's 

allocation  of  the  administrative  cost  reduction. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

The  I^  1995  budget  and  revised  FY  1994  budget  will  provide  resources  sufficient  to  enable  the  new 
office  to  perform  the  functions  associated  with  oversight  of  the  cluster  agencies  and  offices. 
However,   revised  program  funding  has  necessitated  elimination  of  the  previously  planned  wide-scale 
skills  training  of  District  employees.    The  agency  has  made  the  appropriate  adjustments  in  both 
FY  1994  and  FY  1995  to  allow  it  to  lay  the  foundation  for  development  of  District  employees. 
Toward  this  end,  both  inter-  and  within-agency  collaboration  will  be  facilitated,  and  communications 
skills  will  be  taught.   The  Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources 
Development  will  have  8.0  FTE  positions  and  the  Office  of  Government  Workforce  Training  and 
Development  will  have  16.0  FTE  positions. 


Table  I 


Agency  Stafflng  and  Funding  Detail  (HS) 


Programs 

Sumng  (FTE  Poslllons) 

Funding  ($000)                                    { 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FYM 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

0.0 

0.0 

24.0 

24.0 

0 

0 

1.197 

1.026 

Total  Agency 

0.0 

0.0 

24.0 

24.0 

0 

0 

1,197 

1.026 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

D.O 

24.0 

24.0 

0 

0 

1,197 

1.026 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrict  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  mission  of  the  office  is  achieved  through  government-sponsored  workshops,  courses  at 
institutions  of  higher  learning,  organizational  development  interventions  including  retreats  and  staff 
development  sessions,  and  the  facilitation  of  meetings. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (HS) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY93 

FY  94 

FY9S 

Org'l.  Dev.  Retreats/lnlerveniions  Conducted 

0 

0 

■if, 

40 

Stair/Intcr-agenc;  Meetings  Faclliuted 

0 

0 

546 

728 
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Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (HS) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUffIng  (FTE) 

Funding  (tOOOl                                      | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

Persoiul  Services 

1 

RegulM  P.y 

0.0 

0.0 

24.0 

24.0 

0 

0 

903 

782 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additloiul  Gross  Pay 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

141 

109 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

0.0 

0.0 

24.0 

24.0 

0 

0 

1,044 

891 

N  on  Personal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

0 

0 

34 

34 

Energy 

0 

0 

34 

34 

C'ooimunlcatloBS 

0 

0 

5S 

40 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

27 

27 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

0 

0 

153 

135 

TOTAL  ACENCY 

0.0 

0.0 

24.0 

24.0 

0 

0 

1.197 

1,026 

luman  Kesources 
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Office  of  PERSONhfEL 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  King,  you  are  requesting  $10,938,000  and  256 
full-time  equivalent  positions  which  is  a  reduction  of  $1,625,000 
and  25  positions  below  the  FY  1994  appropriation  level. 

I  notice  you  have  a  prepared  statement  that  we  will  place  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  King.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  PERSONNEL  DIRECTOR 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF 

LARRY  A.  KING 

DIRECTOR  OF  PERSONNEL 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMTITEE  ON  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

APPROPRIATIONS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  AND 
FISCAL  YEAR  1994  REVISED  BUDGET 
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Good  morning  Chairman  Dixon  and  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  District  of  Columbia  Appropriations.   I  am  Larry  A. 
King,  Director  of  the  D.C.  Office  of  Personnel.   I  am  pleased  to  have 
this  opportunity  to  come  before  you  today  to  discuss  the  FY  1994 
revised  and  the  FY  1995  budgets  for  the  D.C.  Office  of  Personnel. 
Witnesses  with  me  today  are  Debra  McDowell,  Director  of  the  Office 
of  Labor  Relations  and  Collective  Bargaining,  John  H.  Shamley, 
Deputy  Director  of  Personnel,  Carol  Jackson  Jones,  Associate  Director 
for  Administration  and  Finance  and  Janice  Y.  Allen,  Administrative 
Officer. 

The  Office  of  Personnel's  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is 
$11,843,000  and  267  FTE's  for  FY  1994  and  $10,938,000  and  256 
FTE's  for  FY  1995.   Mr.  Chairman,  the  OfHce  of  Personnel  has 
accomplished  much  and  is  positioning  itself  to  accomplish  much  more, 
at  a  time  of  fewer  available  dollars  and  fewer  employees. 

We  have  successfully  managed  numerous  operations  that  have 
affected  the  entire  District  government:   conducting  a  reduction  in 
force  (RIF)  in  the  past  year;  issuing  comprehensive  instructions  on 
agency  reemplojinent  priority  programs  and  the  displaced  employee 
program;  coordinating  the  response  to  RIF  appeals  filed  with  Office  of 
Employee  Appeals;  developing  a  promotional  examination  in 
coordination  with  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  for  the  Fire 
Department;  administering  the  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act; 
administering  the  Annual  Leave  Bank;  and  administering  and 
expanding  the  Employee  Assistance  Program  to  include  independent 
agencies.   In  addition,  we  developed  and  issued  the  new  D.C. 
Employment  Application  ~  the  DC-2000  —  and  continued  to 
aggressively  recruit  for  court  ordered  positions. 

With  the  $3,200,000  in  Capital  funding  authority,  of  which 
$1,500,000  has  been  obligated,  the  Office  of  Personnel  developed  and 
implemented  an  improved  Personnel  Action  Request  tracking  system 
and  made  great  strides  toward  the  development  and  implementation  of 
a  state-of-the-art  automated  Personnel  Query  System  (PQS)  and  a 
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Document  Management  Imaging  System  (DMIS).   These  systems  have 
been  installed  within  the  Office  of  Personnel  and  testing  is  underway 
to  ensure  correct  and  emcient  operational  capability.    The  Personnel 
Query  System  will  enable  us  to  expeditiously  access  and  sort  employee 
information  in  numerous  ways.   The  Document  Imaging  System  will 
provide  an  automated  approach  to  manage,  maintain,  and  process 
personnel  files,  tremendously  reducing  the  number  of  manual  labor 
hours  utilized  with  the  current  system. 

Automation  has  been  one  of  Mayor  Kelly's  priorities,  and  we 
have  moved  steadfastly  toward  achieving  an  automated  human 
resources  management  environment.   The  highlight  of  our  automation 
efforts  is  the  fact  that  we  are  at  a  critical  juncture  in  the  development 
of  an  Integrated  Personnel  and  Payroll  System.   We  are  very  busy 
with  the  many  data  conversion  tasks  which  must  be  completed  to 
utilize  such  a  system.    In  addition,  all  of  our  employees'  work-stations 
have  been  outfitted  with  computers  for  greater  ef^ciency. 

As  part  of  the  FY  1994  budget.  Congressional  approval  was 
granted  in  the  first  quarter  of  FY  1994  for  the  retirement  of  fifty  (50) 
additional  firefighters.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the 
OfTice  of  Personnel's  Police  and  Firefighters  Retirement  and  Relief 
Board  has  vigorously  pursued  this  goal,  increasing  hearings  from  one 
to  three  per  week.   To  date,  hearings  have  been  held  for  greater  than 
fifty  (50)  firefighters,  of  which  forty-eight  (48)  have  retired  on 
disability. 

Reducing  the  size  of  the  District  government  work  force  has  been 
another  high  priority  of  the  Kelly  administration.    During  FY  1993 
and  FY  1994  reductions  in  force  (RIFs)  were  conducted. 
Approximately  3,595  positions  (vacant  and  filled)  were  or  will  be 
abolished  during  this  time.   The  FY  1993/1994  reductions  coupled  with 
the  reductions  of  FY  1991  and  FY  1992,  bring  the  total  of  positions 
abolished  (completed  and  pending)  to  date  to  6,348.   Mayor  Kelly  has 
cut  discretionary  staffing  to  the  bare  bones. 
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As  Mayor  KeDy's  budget  reflects  our  greatest  resource  -  our 
children  -  the  Office  of  Personnel  complements  that  mission  with  its 
efforts  to  hire  in  critical  areas  such  as  social  workers  and  police,  and 
with  its  provision  of  pro-family  benefits  such  as  the  Family  and 
Medical  Leave  Act,  the  Annual  Leave  Bank,  and  the  Employee 
Assistance  Program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  successes  have  ranged  from  improvements  in 
pay,  strengthening  of  the  collective  bargaining  process  and  designation 
of  bilingual  positions,  to  a  msgor  clean-up  of  personnel  records  and  the 
development  of  automated  processes.   Our  budget  strikes  a  delicate 
balance  between  serving  our  youth,  our  employees,  and  our  citizens. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wiD  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have  at 
this  time. 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  D.C.  Office  of  Personnel  is  to  provide  an  effective  human  resource  management 
program  for  the  District  of  Columbia  government  through  the  recruitment,  development,  and 
retention  of  a  qualified  workforce. 

Agency  Description 

The  office's  mission  is  achieved  by  advising  and  assisting  the  Mayor,  the  City  Administrator,  and 
agency  and  department  heads  under  the  personnel  authority  of  the  Mayor,  on  all  matters  relating  to 
personnel  management  programs  in  the  District  of  Columbia  government  and  in  the  effective  use  of 
its  work  force.   The  Office  of  Personnel  develops  legislative  amendments,  rules,  and  regulations 
governing  the  personnel  management  program  for  Career,  Excepted,  and  Executive  Services  of  the 
District  government. 

The  work  of  the  office  is  carried  out  through  the  following  programs: 

■  Office  of  Personnel  -  is  responsible  for  recruitment,  staffing  and  employment,  position 
classification  and  position  management,  unemployment  compensation  monitoring,  employee 
pay  and  benefits  planning,  employee  performance  standards  development,  departmental 
management,  and  administrative  and  fiscal  support  activities. 

■  Office  of  Labor  Relations  and  Collective  Bargaining  -  provides  a  comprehensive  and 
centralized  labor  relations  program  for  all  District  agencies  and  departments  under  the 
administrative  authority  of  the  Mayor. 

■  Police  and  Firefighters'  Retirement  and  Relief  Board  -  determines  the  retirement  and  relief 
eligibility  of  protective  services  personnel  of  the  U.S.  Park  Police,  U.S.  Secret  Service,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department,  and  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $12,244,000  and  285.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $567,000  and  a  decrease  of  3.0  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1 994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $10,938,000  and  256.0  FTEs.  a  decrease  of  $905,000  and  a 
decrease  of  1 1.0  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $1,306,000  and  29.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $338,000  and  an 
increase  of  8.0  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $12,81 1,000  and  288.0 
FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $374,000  and  a  decrease  of  4.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1 1,843,000  and  267.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $786,000  and 
a  decrea.se  of  14.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
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The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $968,000  and  21.0  Kits,  an  increase  of  $412,000  and 
an  increase  of  10.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  A  transfer  is  proposed  in  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  and  in  the  FY  1995  budget  of  4.0  FTEs 
and  $224,000  to  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources 
Development. 

■  Funding  for  Building  Rent  will  be  reduced  by  $257,000  in  the  revised  FY  1994  and  FY  1995 
budgets. 

■  Consolidate  personnel  processing  -  21.0  FTEs  are  redirected  within  the  Office  of  Personnel  in 
the  FY  1994  revised  and  FY  1995  budgets. 

■  Maximization  of  Nonappropriated  Resources  -  10.0  FTEs  and  $412,000  will  be  transferred  to 
indirect  cost  funding  in  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  and  an  additional  6.0  FTEs  and  $248,000 
will  be  transferred  to  indirect  cost  and  intra-district  funding  in  the  FY  1 995  budget  to 
maximize  nonappropriated  resoiu^ces. 

■  Service  Reduction  -  Printing  costs  are  reduced  by  $19,000  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 

■  Supply  costs  are  reduced  by  $10,000  and  contractual  service  costs  are  reduced  by 
$10,000  in  the  FY  1994  budget 

■  Management  Efficiencies  -  3.0  FTEs  (vacant)  and  $144,000  in  funding  are  reduced  in  the  FY 
1995  budget  from  the  Personnel  Operations  Administration. 

■  Administrative  Cost  Reduction  -  $389,000  is  reduced  in  the  FY  1995  budget  by  imposing  a 
flexible  hiring  freeze,  and  reducing  costs  for  supplies,  coinmunications  and  other  services  and 
charges. 

■  Health  Benefits  costs  are  reduced  by  $35,000  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  workload  and  service  demands  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  will  continue  at  current 
levels  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.   To  meet  the  budget  reductions  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995,  the 
agency  will  prioritize  resources  to  meet  statutorily  mandated  recruitment  and  placement  requirements 
and  provide  basic  and  essential  personnel  management  services.   The  agency  will  redirect  18.0  FTEs 
to  nonappropriated  funding  and  abolish  3.0  vacant  FTEs. 

Impacts:      D.C.  Office  of  Personnel  will  maximize  its  use  of  nonappropriated  revenue  by 
redirecting  employees  to  indirect  cost  and  intra-district  funding.   DCOP  will  eliminate  funding  for 
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rental  space  no  longer  being  utilized  as  a  result  of  relocations  to  One  Judiciary  Square.    As  a  result 
of  these  measures,  the  impact  of  the  budget  reduction  on  the  D.C.  Office  of  Personnel  is  negligible. 
Critical  initiatives  such  as  automation,  personnel  reform,  compensation  and  benefits  reform,  and 
performance  management  will  continue. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (BE) 


Programs 

SUfflng  (FTE  Positions)                  ] 

Funding  (SOOO)                                   { 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY»5 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

10  Office  at  Perwanel 

253.7 

274.0 

270.0 

267.0 

12.350 

12.042 

11.7% 

11.229 

20  Office  of  Labor  ReUUons 
&  Collective  Bargaining 

11.3 

13.0 

13.0 

13.0 

849 

898 

770 

770 

30  Police  and  Firefighters 
Retirement 

5.2 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

239 

245 

245 

245 

ToUl  Agency 

270.3 

292.0 

288.0 

285.0 

13.438 

13.185 

12.811 

12.244 

Appropriated  F^ds 

MJ.7 

281.0 

267.0 

256.0 

12,836 

12,629 

11*0 

10,938 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Inlra-Dlstrlcl  Funds 

6.5 

11.0 

210 

29.0 

552 

500 

912 

1.250 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

50 

55 

56 

56 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  performance  of  the  office  is  best  measured  by  the  indicators  listed  below,  which  depict  data 
related  to  labor  relations,  employment,  and  law  enforcement  retirement.    Personnel  actions  processed 
represent  routine  and  essential  actions  and  reflect  anticipated  reorganizations  and  realignments  of 
District  agencies. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (BE) 


FY92 

FY93 

FY94 

FV9S 

12.000 

13.639 

9.000 

9.000 

Labor  contracts  reviewed  and  newlj 
negotiated 

5 

49 

9 

2 

200 

150 

200 

700 

P&FRB  Retlreaieni  appHcalioas  considered 

700 

300 

325 

375 

22J0O 

24.447 

24„500 

2().(X» 

Humainr 


esources 


T»evd< 


ipmeni 


rr^ 
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Table  V 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (BE) 


ExpendUure  Type 

Slamng  (FTE)                        | 

Funding  I$n00l                                   { 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

257.6 

2S1.0 

267.0 

256.0 

9.984 

9.718 

9.309 

8.703 

Other  Pay 

6.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

140 

0 

0 

n 

Additloaal  Cross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

91 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Beneilts 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.433 

1.626 

1.489 

1.355 

Total  Personal  Services 

263.7 

2810 

267.0 

2560 

11.648 

11.344 

10.798 

10.058 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

129 

113 

103 

103 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(Communications 

249 

189 

226 

201 

Building  Rent 

103 

257 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

534 

565 

555 

415 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

173 

161 

161 

161 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

1.188 

1.285 

1.045 

880 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

263.7 

281.0 

267.0 

2560 

12.836 

12.629 

11.843 

10.938 

Humai^Sourc^TJcvelopmen^T^ 
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CONDITION  OF  DISTRICT'S  PERSONNEL  RECORDS 

Mr.  DixON.  Mr.  King,  how  would  you  describe  the  condition  of 
the  District's  personnel  records  at  this  point  in  time? 

Mr.  King.  I  would  say  at  this  time  that  the  records  are  clean, 
and  by  that  I  mean  we  have  gone  through  rigorous  processes  over 
the  past  several  years  to  make  sure  the  records  are  accurate  and 
that  process  has  continued  and  will  continue. 

NUMBER  OF  POSITIONS  UNDER  MAYOR'S  CONTROL 

Mr.  DrxoN.  What  is  the  total  number  of  positions  of  the  District 
government? 

Mr.  King.  Under  the  control  of  the  Mayor,  we  currently  have  a 
little  over  27,000  on  board  and  18,550  in  independent  agencies. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Under  the  control  of  the  Mayor  would  be  27,000  posi- 
tions? 

Mr.  King.  Staff  on  board,  27,183  as  of  April  1994. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  those  are  actual  people — filled  positions? 

Mr.  King.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  many  are  authorized? 

Mr.  King.  I  don't  have  that  number. 

NUMBER  OF  POSITIONS  CUT  IN  FY  1993  AND  FY  1994 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let  me,  while  one  of  your  staff  is  trying  to  find  out — 
your  prepared  statement  says  that  you  intend  to  cut  approximately 
3,595 

Mr.  King.  That  is  how  many  we  have  cut  and/or  will  be  cut  dur- 
ing the  course  of  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  And  by  your  estimate,  how  many  have  been  cut  to 
date? 

Mr.  King.  2,589. 

AGENCIES  AFFECTED  BY  POSITION  CUTS 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Can  you  give  me  just  an  overview  of  where  those  cuts 
have  occurred? 

Mr.  King.  Yes.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  there  were  879  filled  jobs  and 
1,580  vacant  funded — these  are  all  funded  jobs  that  were  elimi- 
nated through  reduction  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

Pending  in  fiscal  year  1994,  there  are  1,136  positions  which  will 
be  eliminated.  388  of  those  positions  are  in  the  Department  of  Cor- 
rections and  748  positions  are  in  the  Department  of  Human  Serv- 
ices, which  is  primarily  D.C.  Village.  The  Department  of  Correc- 
tions, that  388  is  for  canteen  services,  medical  services  and  food 
services. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  assume  that  you  will  be  contracting  out  for  those 
services  or 

Mr.  King.  Both  of  them  will  be  contracted  out  or  privatized,  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  388  positions  cut  in  Corrections,  are  those  people 
or  positions? 

Mr.  King.  The  388  are  positions,  some  of  which  are  incumberred 
and  some  are  vacant.  Same  in  Human  Services. 
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Mr.  Dexon.  How  many  actual  people- 


Mr.  King.  In  D.C.  Village,  a  little  over  600  of  those  positions  are 
incumberred;  608  to  be  precise. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Does  that  27,000  em- 
ployee figure  include  the  school  district? 

Mr.  King.  No,  it  does  not.  Those  are  only  the  positions  under 
control  of  the  Mayor. 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  District  has  a  combined  budget  that  includes 
the  school  district  in  the  city's  operations? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  It  is  included  in  the  budget,  yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  It  is  a  combined  budget. 

TOTAL  JOBS  CUT  BY  MAYOR  KELLY 

I  thought  the  Mayor  said  that  7,000  jobs  had  been  eliminated 
when  she  was  here. 

Mr.  King.  Since  she  took  office,  there  were  6,348  jobs  eliminated. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Since  she  took  office? 

Mr.  King.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  many  are  funded? 

Mr.  King.  All  but  2,082  were  funded. 

Mr.  Walsh.  4,300  are  funded;  they  represent  actual  savings,  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  King.  That  is  correct. 

PER  CAPITA  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Walsh.  Can  you  give  me  a  proportion  of  District,  municipal 
employees  per  capita  in  Washington  versus  New  York  or  Los  Ange- 
les or  any  other  major  city  in  the  country? 

Mr.  King.  I  don't  have  those  figures. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  there  any  reason  why  we  shouldn't  be  comparing 
the  District  to  other  cities? 

Mr.  King.  The  District  of  Columbia  government  performs  State, 
county  and  municipal  functions.  It  is  hard  to  differentiate  and  com- 
pare us  to  other  cities  because  we  perform  much  wider  and  broader 
functions  than  those  municipalities  do.  Some  of  our  State  functions 
include  a  correctional  facility,  typically  a  State  function. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Some  cities  have  lockups. 

Mr.  King.  They  don't  have  the  extensive  correctional  system  we 
do.  We  have  a  maximum  security  prison,  lockups,  a  jail  and  a  com- 
prehensive correctional  system. 

POSSIBILITY  OF  ADDITIONAL  POSITION  CUTS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Would  you  say  that  the  authorized  personnel  level 
for  the  District  is  what  it  should  be,  or  would  you  say  it  is  too  high 
or  too  low? 

Mr.  King.  I  would  say  that  the  staffing  levels  that  we  have  in 
our  current  budget  are  staffing  levels  that  we  support.  We  feel  that 
our  essential  services  can  be  carried  out  based  on  our  staffing  lev- 
els that  are  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  the  mayor  came  to  you  and  said,  how  many  posi- 
tions can  we  eliminate,  what  would  you  say? 
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Mr.  King.  That  it  would  be  difficult  to  eliminate  positions  in  non- 
essential services  because  we  have  already  eliminated  a  number  of 
positions  in  non-discretionary  services. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Given  the  fact  that  any  director  worth  his  salt  would 
Einswer  the  same,  what  recommendations  would  you  make  to  the 
mayor  if  she  came  back  and  said  we  have  to  cut — ^where  would  you 
suggest  cutting? 

Mr.  King.  Well,  I  would  say  that  we  would  have  to  go  back  to 
each  of  the  agencies  and  department  heads  and  ask  them  where 
could  they  take  additional  cuts,  recommend  to  her  where  those  cuts 
would  be,  £ind  see  if  it  could  be  accomplished. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  would  not  make  a  general  statement,  let's  tar- 
get 10  or  15  percent  and  take  it  back  to  the  administrators  and  tell 
them  to  come  up  with  the  numbers? 

Mr.  King.  I  would  not. 

Mr.  Yeldell.  That  was  a  problem  in  the  past.  This  Mayor's 
promise  had  been  to  restructure  the  government  and  that  is  part 
of  the  functions  that  I  would  have  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  King  reports  to  me,  so  that  is  why  I  am  joining  in  with  the 
answer. 

reinventing  government/position  reductions 

We  believe  we  have  to  reinvent  government,  go  through  every- 
thing we  are  doing  and  find  out  whether  we  should  be  doing  it  or 
not.  We  have  to  see  which  programs  are  relevEint  in  todays  arena, 
and  those  that  are  not,  we  have  to  cut.  Those  that  are,  we  have 
to  staff  at  the  proper  level.  There  would  be  some  people  who  would 
leave  the  government,  others  retrained  and  moved  to  other  posi- 
tions. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  say  whether  there  would  be  a  net  cut,  but 
we  do  think  there  are  some  things  we  are  doing  that  we  may  not 
ought  to  do.  We  have  talked  to  agencies  who  have  gone  through  re- 
structuring who  have  offered  to  come  aboard  and  help  us  do  this. 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  you  restructure,  would  it  come  out  larger  or  small- 
er? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  I  think  we  ought  to  do  everything  we  are  required 
to  do.  I  think  we  ought  to  do  it  very  well.  There  are  some  programs 
that  are  required  programs  under  our  staff,  some  that  exist  that 
probably  should  not  exist  in  today's  market.  We  need  to  go  through 
a  scientific  process  of  doing  that  and  come  up  with  the  numbers. 
I  think  we  could  justify  that  on  the  basis  of  restructuring.  The 
issue  is  to  actually  see  by  law  what  we  are  required  to  do  and  even 
within  those  laws  whether  they  are  relevant  in  today's  market. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  a  pretty  comprehensive  and  I  would  think 
lengthy  process. 

6-8  MONTHS  FOR  RESTRUCTURING  PROCESS 

Mr.  Yeldell.  We  think  it  will  take  six  to  eight  months.  That  is 
why  I  think  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  respond  that  we  would  cut 
it  5  or  10  percent.  There  is  no  basis  for  that. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Short-term  borrowing,  not  having  money  to  fund 
pensions  obligations,  bonding  to  do  operating — most  cities  are  not 
in  that  situation  and  we  all  agree.  The  one  big  nut  in  municipal 
spending  is  its  personnel  budget.  People  cost  money. 
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PROBLEMS  WITH  ACROSS-THE-BOARD  CUTS 

Mr.  Yeldell.  I  think  that  is  correct,  but  I  think  cutting  across 
the  board  is  not  the  way  to  do  it.  An  across-the-board  cut  to  the 
Fire  Department,  which  is  90  percent  labor  intensive,  could  be  in- 
appropriate. The  proper  way  to  do  this  is  to  examine  the  relevance 
of  the  program  and  what  it  would  cost  to  operate  the  program  and 
not  to  make  an  across-the-board  cut. 

That  is  why  you  find  so  many  problems  in  the  Department  of 
Human  Services,  because  it  absorbs  these  large  cuts  on  an  across- 
the-board  basis  as  opposed  to  dealing  with  what  it  has  to  do.  It  is 
under  court  order  requiring  us  to  hire  hundreds  of  workers,  so  we 
need  to  examine  what  we  are  required  to  do  as  a  government  and 
what  does  it  take  to  perform  that  function.  Once  we  can  do  that 
program  by  program,  then  I  think  we  can  responsibly  respond  to 
such  a  question  in  terms  of  what  the  size  of  this  government  ought 
to  be. 

PROCESS  FOR  RESTRUCTURING  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  Walsh.  Has  a  process  been  established  yet? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  No.  We  are  working  on  it  now.  I  came  on  board 
December  6. 

Mr.  Walsh.  As  for  the  process,  would  there  be  some  sort  of  a 
cross  bureaucracy  where  each  department  head  would  run  a  top- 
down  or  bottom-up  review  of  how  they  operate  vis-a-vis  their  char- 
ter? And  then  that  individual  administrator  would  go  to  the  Mayor 
and  the  council  and  then  come  back  to  this  committee  and  say  this 
is  what  we  need  and  this  is  what  we  can  live  without. 

Mr.  Yeldell.  We  want  to  work  with  the  members  of  the  City 
Council  in  the  definition  process,  with  the  business  communities  in 
the  definition  process.  We  want  to  come  together  as  a  community 
in  terms  of  what  this  city  should  responsibly  consider  its  functions 
to  be. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  will  do  that  in  six  or  eight  months  to  develop 
the  process  or  get  the  answers? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  Develop  the  process  and  get  the  answers. 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  long  will  it  be  before  we  get  the  answers? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  Six  to  eight  months.  We  have  worked  with  major 
corporations  who  have  been  doing  this  over  a  period  of  three  to  five 
years — IBM,  Xerox,  et  cetera.  Xerox  have  offered  their  resources  to 
us.  They  think  they  have  become  reinventing  experts  and  they  are 
prepared  to  come  in  as  a  public  service  and  help  the  city  go 
through  the  process,  so  we  will  gain  a  lot  they  have  learned  in  the 
process  and,  hopefully,  we  would  see  in  six  or  eight  months  a  real 
beginning  of  restructuring  of  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  your  Department  prepared  to  undertake  the  cuts 
that  Xerox  and  IBM  have  taken? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  The  Mayor  is  prepared  upon  proper  definition  to 
structure  her  government  accordingly.  I  think  she  has  shown  her 
willingness  to  cut  in  the  past,  but  it  wasn't  done  on  a  scientific 
basis;  it  was  done  to  respond.  We  are  sa5dng  it  is  time  to  stop  that, 
look  at  what  we  ought  to  do  as  a  government,  what  it  requires  to 
do  that,  and  therefore  properly  restructure  our  government. 
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LABOR  CONTRACT  NEGOTIATIONS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Does  your  Department  have  responsibility  for  con- 
tract negotiation? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  Absolutely  not.  I  am  the  Assistant  City  Adminis- 
trator for  Human  Resource  Development.  It  is  bringing  together 
the  functions  that  are  basically  considered  as  human  resource  func- 
tions within  the  structure. 

I  have  the  Department  of  Personnel,  Labor  Relations,  Depart- 
ment of  Employment  Services,  Office  of  Education  and  Human 
Rights. 

Mr.  Walsh.  But  as  far  as  labor  contract  negotiations,  Labor  Re- 
lations would  not  have  oversight  there? 

Mr.  Yeldell.  Labor  Relations  has  responsibility  for  negotiating 
labor  contracts. 

Mr.  Walsh.  In  your  negotiations,  do  you  have  contracts  coming 
up  this  year? 

Ms.  McDowell.  Our  contracts  expire  in  fiscal  year  1995.  So  we 
will  be  bargaining  next  year. 

3-YEAR  AND  5-YEAR  LABOR  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Has  the  last  agreement  been  reached  with  municipal 
employee  unions  in  terms  of  benefits  and  pay? 

Ms.  McDowell.  By  law,  our  agreements  have  to  be  at  least 
three  years  in  duration.  We  have  changed  it  to  five  years.  During 
fiscal  year  1991,  1992,  and  most  of  1993,  there  have  been  zero  pay 
increases.  Most  have  occurred  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995. 

PAY  RAISE  percentages 

Mr.  Walsh.  What  were  those  percentages? 

Ms.  McDowell.  It  varies.  There  are  seven  different  compensa- 
tion rates  under  the  Mayor's  authority.  On  the  average,  I  believe 
they  are  5  percent,  but  it  varies. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Per  year? 

Ms.  McDowell.  Yes.  I  can  provide  you  with  an  analysis  of  what 
the  compensation  settlements  have  been. 

[Clerk's  note. — See  pages  617-620  for  analysis.] 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  am  trying  to  get  an  idea  of  recent  history:  1991, 
1992,  1993,  there  were  no  raises. 

Ms.  McDowell.  1991,  0  percent  raise;  1992,  0  percent  raise, 
1993 — ^for  example,  the  fire  fighters  contract,  there  was  an  hours 
reduction,  but  that  was  late  in  the  fiscal  year.  For  the  police  con- 
tract, there  was  a  4.2  percent  retention  incentive  in  the  middle  of 
the  year.  1994-1995,  there  were  flat  pay  raises  beginning  this  fis- 
cal year  of  5  percent  per  year. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  was  an  attempt  to  compensate  for  the  lack  of 
increase  in  1991  and  1992? 

Ms.  McDowell.  Yes.  The  law  requires  if  you  are  not  successful, 
if  you  reach  impasse,  where  the  terms  of  the  bargaining  agreement 
are  determined  by  a  third  party 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  it  binding  arbitration? 

Ms.  McDowell.  Yes.  It  could  be  costly  to  the  city.  We  were  lucky 
to  get  through  three  years. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Overall,  that  is  10  percent. 


616 

Ms.  McDowell.  Over  a  five-year  period. 

Mr.  Walsh.  What  sort  of— I  realize  you  can't  show  vour  hand, 
but  ysrhat  sort  of  an  agreement  do  you  anticipate  or  what  will  be 
the  issues  in  the  next  contract  negotiation?  You  said  you  were 
going  to  prepare  an  explanation  of  what  has  happened  in  the  past. 
If  you  could  give  me  an  idea  of  what  you  see  in  the  next  negotia- 
tion, that  would  be  helpful.  Thank  you. 

I  have  to  go  vote. 

LABOR  RELATIONS  BACKGROUND/PAY  RAISE  CHART 

[The  information  requested  follows:] 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICE 


OFFICE  OF  LABOR  RELATIONS 
AND  COLLECTIVE  BARGAINING 


441  4th  STREET,  N.W 
SUITE  200 

WASHINGTON.  DC.     20001 
(202)  724-4953 


June    23,     1994 


Honorable  James  Walsh 
1330  Longworth  House 

Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Congressman: 

On  May  17,  1994,  I  along  with  other  District  Officials  testified 
before  the  District  of  Columbia  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
regarding  the  District's  Fiscal  Year  1995  Budget.  During  that 
hearing  I  had  an  opportunity  to  converse  with  you  on  the  subject  of 
pay  raises  and  collective  bargaining  in  the  District.  As  promised, 
please  find  enclosed  a  brief  description  of  labor  relations  and  its 
origin  in  the  District,  as  well  as  a  chart  of  negotiated  pay  raises 
between  the  District  government  and  respective  Unions  covering  the 
period  Fiscal  Year  1991  -  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

The  Comprehensive  Merit  Personnel  Act  of  1979  (hereinafter  referred 
as  "CMPA")  represented  a  massive  undertaking  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  City  Council  to  fulfill  its  mandate  under  §1-243(3)  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Self-Government  and  Governmental 
Reorganization  Act  to  consider  and  adopt  a  "comprehensive  merit 
system  of  personnel  management  for  the  employees  of  the  District  of 
Columbia."  D.C.  Code  §1-601.1  (1987).  The  legislative  basis  for 
activities  of  the  Office  of  Labor  Relations  and  Collective 
Bargaining  is  Subchapter  XVIII  of  the  CMPA  (§§1-618.1  -  1-618.17, 
as  amended,  D.C.  Code,  1981  Edition). 

This  Subchapter  establishes  the  labor  relations  policy  for  the 
District  Government.  It  provides  for  collective  bargaining  on 
compensation  and  working  conditions,  establishes  the  process  for 
Unions  to  attain  bargaining  rights,  outlaws  strikes,  describes  the 
scope  of  bargaining,  defines  unfair  labor  practices  and  establishes 
procedures  for  resolving  impasses  in  negotiation.  In  reference  to 
negotiations,  you  should  be  aware  that  the  CMPA  requires  Management 
to  conduct  a  comprehensive  compensation  study  as  a  prerequisite  to 
a  new  round  of  compensation  bargaining.  This  study  is  essentially 
a  compilation  of  the  compensation,  including  wage  increases,  being 
paid  to  comparable  occupational  groups  of  employees  in  the 
comparably  sized  cities. 
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The  Subchapter  also  obligates  the  Mayor  to  negotiate  compensation 
contracts  of  at  least  three  (3)  years  duration,  and  to  negotiate 
working  conditions  at  the  same  time.  In  case  of  impasse,  the  law 
provides  for  binding  arbitration  which  is  final  and  binding  on  all 
the  parties  and  neither  party  has  any  recourse  of  appeal  to  contest 
the  merits  of  the  Board  of  Arbitration  Award.  Thereafter,  the 
Mayor  transmits  the  Award,  or  in  the  absence  of  an  impasse,  a 
settlement  to  the  City  Council  which  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
financial  plan  containing  proposals  for  funding  for  both  actual  and 
future  annual  costs  of  the  multi-year  compensation  agreement. 

All  compensation  agreements  are  subject  to  approval  by  the  City 
Council.  For  example,  a  compensation  agreement  covering  Fiscal 
Years  1991-1995  was  negotiated  by  the  parties  for  Compensation 
Units  1  and  2  (see  attachment  for  specific  pay  adjustments)  which 
was  subsequently  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  City  Council.  In  the 
instance  where  the  City  Council  rejects  a  settlement  (including  an 
arbitrator's  award),  the  settlement  is  returned  to  the  parties  for 
renegotiation.  Finally,  D.C.  Code  §1-618 . 17 (k) ,  newly  enacted  in 
1993  mandates  that  "[a]ny  settlement,  including  an  arbitrator's 
award,  that  has  been  approved  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
included  in  either  the  District  budget  request  for  any  supplemental 
budget  request  and  shall  be  fully  supported  by  the  District  in 
every  reasonable  means  before  Congressional  bodies." 

I  hope  you  find  this  information  helpful  as  you  proceed  with  the 
hearings.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
me  at  (202)  724-4953. 


Director 
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District  of  Columbia  Coveminen 
HISTORY  OF  PAY  ADJUSTMENTS  THROUGH  COLLECTIVE  BARGAINING 

Fiscal  Years  1991-1995 


Compensation 
Unit 

FY  1991 
Pay  Adj. 

FY  1992 
Pay  Adj. 

FY  1993 
Pay  Adj. 

FY  1994 
Pay  Adj. 

FY  1995 
Pay  Adj. 

1  (District  Service) 

0%Base 

0%  Basel/ 

2%  Base 
(08/93) 

5%  Base 
(10/93) 

5%  Base 
(10/94) 

2  (Wage  Grade) 

0%Base 

0%  Base 

2%  Base 
(08/93) 

5%  Base 
(10/93) 

5%  Base 
(10/94) 

3  (Police  Service) 

0%  Base 

0%  Base 

0%  Base  2/ 

6%  Base 
(10/93) 

5%  Base 
(10/94) 

4  (Fire  Service) 

0%Base 

0%  Base 

0%  Base  3/ 

6%  Base 
(10/93) 

5%  Base 
(10/94) 

13  (Registered 
Nurses) 

0%  Base 

12%  Base 
(10/91) 

2%  Base 
(10/92) 

3%  Base 
(04/94) 

2.5%  Base 
(04/95) 

19  (Medical 
Officers) 

4%  Base 
(10/90) 

4/ 

4/ 

4/ 

4/ 

29  (Interns  and 

0%  Base 

2%  Base 
(08/93) 

5%  Base 
(12/93) 

5%  Base 

Residents) 

(12/94) 
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1  /  Now  includes         pensation  Unit  14,  Licensed  Practical  Nurf 

2/  4.2%  Base  Retention  Differential  for  officers  who  have  oompleteu  their  18-month  probationary  period. 

3/  Hours  reduction  from  44.8  to  42  hours. 

4/  FY  1992  through  FY  19%  are  currently  under  negotiation. 


OLRCB 
June,  1994 


621 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the  As- 
sistant City  Administrator  and  the  Director  of  Personnel  to  answer 
for  the  record. 

Mr.  Yeldell,  Mr.  King,  I  appreciate  your  coming  and  you  ladies. 

Mr.  Yeldell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  King,  one  of  the  staff  may  want  to  call  you  and 
check  on  things  from  other  testimony  that  comes  up.  Thank  you. 
Good  seeing  you. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Assistant  City  Administra- 
tor's and  the  Director  of  Personnel's  responses  follow:] 
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CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET  QUESTIONS 
ASSISTANT  CITY  ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR  HUMAN  RESOURCES  DEVELOPMENT 


QUESTION  1: 


What  is  your  assessment  of  the  readiness  of  the  District's 
workforce? 

We  have  been  very  concerned  about  the  District's  readiness  as  a 
workforce  and  have  embarked  on  an  effort  to  address  this  issue  by 
making  staff  development  a  mandatory  and  necessary  part  of  this 
administration's  management  agenda.   This  is  the  principal  reason 
for  the  establishment  of  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  City 
Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Development  (ACA/HRD)  with 
responsibility  for  the  development  of  a  training  strategy  for  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

In  this  capacity  the  role  of  the  ACA/HRD  is  to  provide  oversight 
and  to  make  sure  that  all  District  government  agencies  support 
training  and  employee  development  through  their  own  missions  and 
activities.   We  are  in  the  process  of  assessing  the  training 
needs  of  the  District.   As  a  public  service  provider  we  are 
striving  to  become  more  competitive,  attract  additional  revenues 
to  the  city  and  maximize  our  pursuit  of  federal  receivables. 
Worker  readiness  is  essential  to  achieve  this.   Some  of  the 
factors  that  we  believe  impact  worker  readiness  are  discussed 
below: 

1.  The  District's  fiscal  situation  has  over  the  past  few 
years  resulted  in  a  reduced  workforce  through  early 
retirements,  reductions  in  force,  and  hiring  freezes. 
We  have  lost  experienced  staff,  primarily  managers  and 
supervisors  and  need  to  reallocate  existing  workers  in 
order  to  continue  to  deliver  government  services. 
These  pressures  continue  to  impact  us  and  will  likely 
result  in  massive  government  ^-estructuring  as  we  try  to 
accommodate  to  this  fiscal  reality.   Employees  are 
faced  with  having  to  adjust  to  changing  circumstances 
and  are  in  need  of  retooling  and  retraining  in  order  to 
make  these  adjustments. 

2.  Changes  in  technology  are  impacting  the  workforce.   As 
we  are  confronted  with  a  shrinking  employee  base  the 
need  for  adapting  to  new  technologies  to  enhance  our 
productivity  is  paramount.   We  must  achieve  workforce 
technological  readiness  to  navigate  the  information 
superhighway  and  meet  the  challenges  of  the  21st 
century. 
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QUESTZON  2: 

How  do  you  pl2ui  to  carry  out  your  mission  --do  you  plan  to  work 
with  UDC  or  will  you  do  everything  in-house? 

The  implementation  of  a  comprehensive  training  program  for  the 
District  will  be  achieved  through  the  ACA' s  Office  of  Government 
Workforce  Training  and  Development  (OGWTD) .   Once  operational, 
training  will  be  delivered  through  the  District's  Training 
Center. 

We  plan  to  assume  the  responsibility  for  developing  the  next 
generation  of  District  government  managers  and  are  planning  to 
offer  a  two  level  supervisory  training  program  for  new  and 
experienced  managers  through  the  Training  Center.   We  will  also 
provide  intensive  customer  service  training  for  our  front  line 
workers  because  we  consider  these  employees  to  be  the  critical 
first  link  in  the  service  delivery  process. 

Planning  for  the  Training  Center  envisions  the  eventual 
structuring  of  seven  institutes  to  offer  training  in  specified 
areas  such  as  Executive  Leadership  Development,  Supervisory 
Management  I  &  II,  Employee  Development,  Government  Regulations, 
Human  Rights  and  Cultural  Diversity,  Quality  Improvement,  etc. 

It  is  also  envisioned  that  the  services  of  institutions  of  higher 
learning  such  as  the  University  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
others  will  be  used  to  increase  the  skill  level  of  our  employees, 
particularly  as  budgetary  resources  permit  and  where  coursework 
is  readily  available  to  meet  those  needs. 

District  agencies  will  continue  to  be  responsible  for  providing 
technical  training  to  their  employees  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  professional  certification  and  licensing  of  specific 
staff  competencies  related  to  the  work  they  perform. 

Another  critical  component  in  the  delivery  of  training  services 
is  comprised  by  Human  Resources  Development  Managers  assigned  to 
major  District  government  agencies.   These  HRD  professionals 
constitute  a  network  of  highly  skilled  employees  and  serve  as  the 
link  between  the  Human  Resources  Development  Cluster  and  District 
employees  seeking  access  to  training  services  within  the  Office 
of  Government  Workforce  Training  and  Development  and  the  Training 
Center . 

Our  approved  level  of  funding  will  not  allow  for  all  elements  of 
our  plan  to  be  implemented  this  year.  However,  we  have  and  will 
continue  to  provide  organizational  development  and  training 
services  through  staff  assigned  to  the  Office  of  Government 
Workforce  Training  and  Development  and  the  HRD  Managers  Network. 
Implementation  of  the  District's  Training  Center  will  be  delayed 
until  new  fiscal  resources  can  be  allocated  for  this  purpose. 
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Office  of  Personnel 
QUESTION; 

1.  Has  the  automation  program  improved  the  condition  of  the 
District's  personnel  records  from  the  standpoint  of 
establishing  seniority  and  veterans'  preference  and  the 
documentation  necessary  to  support  the  Mayor  in  any  downsizing 
effort?  As  I  recall,  the  problem  in  the  past  was  mainly  with 
the  Department  of  Human  Services'  records. 

RESPONSE ; 

1.  Yes.  There  is  indeed  a  direct  correlation  between  the 
automation  program  and  the  improved  condition  of  the 
District's  personnel  records.  In  preparation  for  the 
comprehensive  automation  program,  the  District  implemented  a 
major  personnel  records  clean-up  operation.  This  effort 
yielded  more  accurate  records  information  which  included,  but 
is  not  limited  to  the  establishment  of  seniority  and  veterans' 
preference  and  the  documentation  necessary  to  support  the 
Mayor  in  any  downsizing  effort.  The  records  clean-up 
encompassed  the  Department  of  Human  Services  and  all  agencies 
under  the  Mayor's  personnel  authority. 

OPESTION; 

2.  I  notice  on  page  4  of  your  prepared  statement  that  the  total 
positions  abolished  (completed  and  pending)  to  date  is  6. 348. 

a.    What  base  number  are  you  starting  from? 

RESPONSE ; 

a.  The  base  number  from  which  we  started  was  36,127 
positions  under  the  Mayor  as  of  October  1,  1991. 

b.  How  many  of  these  positions  were  actually  filled  at  the 
time  they  were  abolished? 


I 


RESPONSE ; 


With  regard  to  the  three  reductions  in  force  that  were 
conducted  between  1991  and  1993,  5,212  positions  were 
abolished;  of  those  1,243  were  filled.  The  remaining 
1,136  positions  counted  among  the  6,348  position 
reductions,  are  pending  reduction  in  force  to  be 
conducted  in  FY  1994  pursuant  to  the  privatization  and 
contracting  of  governmental  services.  Of  the  1,136 
positions,  388  are  at  the  Department  of  Corrections  and 
the  remaining  748  are  at  the  Department  of  Human  Services 
(D.C.  Village) ;  all  of  these  positions  are  filled. 
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c. 

RESPONSE ; 

c. 

d. 

RESPONSE ; 

d. 

QUESTION; 

3. 


How  many  people  have  left  the  payroll  District -wide  since 
Jar^ary  1,  1991? 


Since  January  1,  1991,  3,53  9  people  have  left  the  payroll 
District -wide  in  agencies  under  the  personnel  authority 
of  the  Mayor. 

How  many  people  have  been  hired  District -wide  since 
January  1,  1991? 


Since  January  1,  1991,  2,993  people  have  been  hired 
District -wide  in  agencies  under  the  personnel  authority 
of  the  Mayor. 


How  does  the  position  reduction  of  7,231  relate  to  the  number 
of  appropriated  positions  of  40,175  in  the  FY  1991  budget? 


RESPONSE 
3. 


The  position  reduction  of  7,321  relates  to  the  40,175 
appropriated  positions  in  the  FY  1991  budget  in  that  since  FY 
1991  there  is  a  total  of  7,321  position  reductions  completed 
and  pending. 


QUESTION; 

4  . 


Please  explain  in  detail  the  source  of  "private  and  other 
funds" . 


RESPONSE ; 

4.  The  District's  operating  budget  spending  authority  is  divided 
into  several  sources  of  funds.  They  are:  appropriated, 
private  and  other,  intra-District  and  federal  funding  sources. 
"Private"  budget  authority  is  supported  by  gifts  and  grants 
from  private  foundations,  individuals  and  organizations. 
"Other"  budget  authority  is  derived  from  a  variety  of  sources 
such  as  fees  which  are  related  to  the  service  provided, 
reimbursements  by  other  governments  for  services  such  as  MFD 
computer  data,  copier  charges,  library  fines,  loan  repayments, 
sale  of  documents  and  publications,  the  Capitol  Page  School, 
and  child  support  collections.  Also,  as  discussed  in  the 
response  to  question  5  below,  the  "other"  funds  category  is 
used  to  account  for  some  programs  which  have  several  sources 
of  non-appropriated  funds  such  as  low  rent  housing  (federal 
subsidy  and  tenant  rental  payments) ,  and  D.C.  General  Hospital 
(medicaid,  medicare,  private  ipsurance) .  The  "other"  category 
is  used  to  identify  positions  in  these  cases  because,  unless 
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100%  supported  by  a  single  source  of  funds,  it  is 
administratively  difficult  to  break  down  positions  into 
various  funding  sources.  Therefore,  positions  which  are  paid 
for  by  several  non-appropriated  funding  sources  are 
categorized  as  other.  This  is  the  largest  use  of  the  "other 
category".   Very  few  positions  are  supported  by  "private" 


funds . 
QUESTION; 


Please  explain  the  increase  in  the  number  of  positions  funded 
with  "private  and  other  funds"  from  FY  1992  (560)  to  FY  1993 
(905)  to  FY  1994  (3,408) ? 


RESPONSE : 


The  increase  in  the  number  of  positions  funded  with  "private 
and  other  funds"  between  fiscal  years  1992  and  1993  is 
principally  accounted  for  by  the  inclusion  of  positions  for 
D.C.  General  Hospital  and  the  Department  of  Public  and 
Assisted  Housing  which  were  not  previously  reported  in  summary 
tables  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993.  This  includes  1,672  positions 
for  D.C.  General  in  the  FY  1994  table  for  the  Human  Support 
program  which,  as  can  be  seen  on  the  table  were  not  previously 
reported  as  other  positions.  These  positions  were  shown  in 
the  budget  documents;  they  can  be  referenced  on  page  92  of  the 
enterprise  funds  section  of  the  FY  1995  operations  budget 
document.  It  will  be  noted  on  that  page  that  the  positions 
have  been  reported  over  the  years  but  were  not  reported  in  the 
summary  tables  for  FY  1992  and  FY  1993  under  the  "other" 
category;  they  were  reported  for  FY  1994.  The  second  major 
increase  in  the  "other"  category  of  positions  is  due  to  the 
reporting  of  888  positions  in  FY  1994  for  the  Department  of 
Public  and  Assisted  Housing  as  "other"  which  are  classified  on 
the  budget  documents  as  intra-District  (see  page  51  of  the 
Economic  Development  and  Regulation  section  of  the  FY  1995 
budget)  .  These  positions  are  supported  by  the  federal  low  rent 
subsidy  and  tenant  rent.  They  were  classified  as  "other"  on 
the  summary  table  for  FY  1994,  but  were  identified  as  "intra- 
District"  in  the  budget  documents.  Our  understanding  is  that 
this  classification  occurred  in  the  transition  from  a  manual 
to  an  automated  budget  preparation  system  and  will  be 
rectified.  The  total  increase  in  the  "other"  category  of 
positions  as  indicated  in  the  question  is  2,848  between  FY 
1992  and  FY  1994  and  the  increase  accounted  for  by  the  change 
in  reporting  for  the  Hospital  and  Public  Housing  amounts  to 
■2,680.  The  difference  of  168  positions  is  reflective  of  the 
District's  emphasis  on  maximizing  non- appropriated  sources  of 
funding. 


QUESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  SEN.  HERB  KOHL 
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Department  of  Employment  Services 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Department  of  Employment  Services  (DOES)  is  to  provide  meaningful  employment 
and  training  opportunities:  ensure  timely  benefits  for  the  unemployed,  injured  workers,  and  innocent 
victims  of  crime:  and  promote  safe,  healthy,  and  productive  workplaces  for  employees  and 
employers. 

Agency  Description 

The  department,  in  collaboration  with  the  private  sector,  neighborhood-based  organizations,  and  other 
government  agencies,  provides  comprehensive  employment  and  job  training  services  through 
promoting  jobs,  assisting  youth,  retaining  and  attracting  business  and  residents,  and  ensuring  that 
basic  levels  of  human  support,  personal  dignity,  and  self-sufficiency  are  maintained  and  enhanced. 

The  work  of  the  department  is  cartied  out  through  the  following  major  programs: 

■  Training  and  Development  -  provides  job  and  training  programs  for  youth  and  adults, 
including  special  programs  for  senior  citizens,  welfare  recipients,  ex-offenders,  and  residents 
who  are  descendants  of  Hispanic  cultures. 

■  Employment  Security  Services  --  provides  job  placement  and  referral  services  for  job  seekers, 
labor  recruitment  services  for  employers,  unemployment  insurance  benefits,  and  employer  tax 
collection  services. 

■  Labor  Standards   -  provides  services  that  protect  employees'  rights,  wages,  workers' 
compensation  benefits,  and  occupational  safety  and  health  in  the  workplace,  as  well  as  crime 
victims'  compensation. 

■  Finance  and  Administrative  Services  -  provides  financial,  administrative,  and  computer 
systems  support  activities. 

■  Executive  Direction  -  provides  all  key  policy  and  administrative  direction  and  support  for  the 
agency. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $73,917,000  and  947.6  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $813,000  and  an  increase  of  29.2  FTEs  over  the 
revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $28,620,000  and  260.9  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $702,000  and  an 
increase  of  7.5  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $45,297 ,0(X)  and  686.7  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $1 1 1,000  and  an 
increase  of  21.7  FTEs  over  the  revi.sed  FY  1994  budget  request. 


Humai^esour^^JevelopnientT? 
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Department  of  Employment  Services 


FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $74,730,000  and  918.4 
FTEs,  an  increase  of  $2,084,000  and  a  decrease  of  21.9  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $29,322,000  and  253.4  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $1,273,000 
and  a  decrease  of  16.5  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $45,408,000  and  665.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of 
$3,357,000  and  a  decrease  of  5.4  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

Major  appropriated  funding  changes  include: 

■  In  FY  1994,  funding  for  youth  training  programs  will  be  increased  by  $4,072,000  and  by 
$3,127,000  over  the  approved  FY  1994  level  in  FY  1995.    As  part  of  these  changes,  funding 
for  the  Summer  Youth  Employment  Program  will  be  increased  in  both  FY  1994  and  FY  1995 
by  $4,940,000  and  $3,339,000,  respectively. 

■  Funding  for  adult  training  programs  will  be  decreased  by  $1,506,000  in  FY  1994  and  by 
$2,400,000  from  the  approved  FY  1994  level  in  FY  1995.  These  reductions  should  not  affect 
any  participants  currently  receiving  training. 

■  The  Disability  Compensation  program  will  be  enhanced  through  increases  of  $200,000  and 
2.5  FTEs  in  FY  1994  and  $600,000  and  5.0  FTEs  over  the  FY  1994  approved  level  in  FY 
1995.  This  funding  will  assist  in  the  administrative  improvements,  automation  efforts,  and 
cost  containment  objectives  reflected  in  the  Disability  Compensation  Fund. 

■  In  the  FY  1995  and  the  revised  FY  1994  budgets,  a  transfer-out  of  $2,832,000  and  19.0  FTEs 
is  proposed  for  District-wide  employee  training  and  for  the  budgetary  establishment  of  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator  for  Human  Resources  Development.   In  addition,  a 
reduction  of  $1,000,000  for  employee  training  is  included  for  both  fiscal  years. 

■  In  FY  1995,  adjustments  for  administrative  cost  savings  will  result  in  an  agencywide 
reduction  of  $380,000  through  personal  services  lapse. 

■  In  FY  1994,  the  agency  will  absorb  $678,000  in  personal  services  lapse  from  vacant  positions. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:    In  FY  1994,  the  District's  commitment  to  youth  will  be  strengthened  through  significant 
increases  in  appropriated  funding  for  the  Summer  Youth  program.   Moderate  reductions  will  occur  in 
five  other  adult  and  youth  training  programs.    In  FY  1995,  four  training  programs  will  be  reduced; 
however,  additional  resources  will  be  provided  for  the  Summer  Youth  program  and  the  Special 
Temporary  Employment  Program  (STEP)  for  ex-offenders.    Reductions  in  the  adult  training  programs 
will  be  mitigated  through  increases  in  the  federal  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  Title  III 
funding  and  in  the  youth  training  programs  by  the  continuation  of  enhanced  services  under  the  JTPA 
Title  lie  program.    In  addition,  the  Mayor  has  made  an  appeal  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  for 
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additional  federal  Summer  Youth  program  funding  to  serve  increased  numbers  of  JTPA-eligibie 
youth  in  the  summer  program. 

Impacts:    The  District's  major  commitment  to  local  funding  for  youth  and  adult  training  programs 
will  continue  into  the  future,  enabling  over  15,400  persons  in  FY  1994,  and  13,000  persons  in 
FY  1995  to  be  served  with  appropriated  funds.   Training  program  service  levels  in  both  years  reflect 
increases  from  the  FY  1994  original  level  of  approximately  1 1,200  participants.    With  the  inclusion 
of  federal  funding,  approximately  22,800  persons  will  receive  training  in  FY  1994,  and  more  than 
21,300  persons  will  be  served  in  FY  1995.    Services  for  ex-offenders  through  the  STEP  program  will 
be  expanded  through  a  58  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  participants  to  be  served  in  FY  1995. 
Federal  grants  will  be  used  to  minimize  the  impact  of  programs  that  are  reduced  in  either  fiscal  year. 

In  the  Disability  Compensation  program,  the  administrative  funding  increases  of  $200,000  in 
FY  1994,  and  $600,000  in  FY  1995  will  assist  in  ensuring  the  anticipated  savings  ranging  from 
$1,000,000  to  $1,500,000  annually  in  the  Disability  Compensation  Fund.    Although  reduced  from  the 
FY  1994  original  level  by  $61 1,000  and  15.0  FTEs  as  part  of  the  transfer  of  funding  and  positions 
for  District-wide  employee  training  to  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  City  Administrator,  significant  local 
resources  of  $1,845,000  and  42.0  FTEs  will  continue  to  be  provided  in  both  fiscal  years.   These 
funds  will  supplement  the  federal  Employment  Services  grant  by  providing  augmented  services  in  the 
neighborhood  employment  service  centers  (and  the  community  empowerment  centers),  as  well  as  the 
Office  of  Employer  Services. 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (CF) 


Sufflng  (TTE  Postttons) 

Funding  (SOOO)                                   | 

FVW 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FV94 
Revised 

FV9S 

FY93 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Praposed 

10  Executive  Dlrtctloa 

92.8 

92.0 

84.0 

85.5 

4223 

4,426 

4.107 

4.625 

21  Finance  &  Administrative 
Services 

145.5 

189.5 

185.5 

175.0 

10.667 

11214 

12.722 

10.748 

JO  Labor  SUndards 

138.7 

1910 

194.5 

197.0 

10.472 

11201 

12.462 

13.165 

41  Emptuymeot  and  Tralnlnj 

72.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

SI  Training  and 
Deveioptnenl 

199.6 

181.8 

179.8 

200.3 

34209 

32.508 

32.469 

31.350 

61  EmptoynKnl  Security 

Services 

205.9 

285.0 

274.6 

289.7 

12.722 

13297 

12.970 

14,029 

Total  Agency 

854.8 

940.3 

918.4 

947.6 

72.297 

72.646 

74.730 

73.917 

Appropriated  Funds 

297.9 

269.9 

253.4 

260.9 

J0J24 

30395 

29422 

28,620 

Federal  Funds 

405.8 

409.4 

422.0 

465.7 

30.554 

28.607 

31.582 

32.168 

Intra- Wstrkl  Funds 

32.7 

43.0 

430 

50.0 

2246 

2.094 

2.094 

2.164 

Otfeer  Funds 

118.4 

218.0 

200.0 

171.0 

9.173 

11.350 

11.732 

10.965 
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Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (CF) 


Measures 

Fvn 

FY« 

FY94 

FY»5 

Applkanb  for  Emptaynieiit  &  Trainln); 
Servlres 

88.530 

77.524 

83.000 

78.000 

Crime  VIcthns'  CompcflsaUon  Awards  Issued 

118 

130 

125 

125 

Msabillly  Compensallon  New  Injuries 
Reported 

4,458 

4.343 

4.500 

4.500 

Indlvtduab  Pteecd  in  Jobs 

22^:61 

25.824 

23.000 

22.000 

individuals  Receiving  Unempioynienl 
Compensation 

61.501 

49.684 

55.000 

52.250 

Job/Tralninf>  Program  Enrollment  Levels 

25.997 

27.594 

22.795 

21.360 

Occupal'l  Safety  &  Health  Inspections  of 
Woriiplaces 

373 

420 

515 

515 

Table  V 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (CF) 


Expenditure  Type 

SURIng  (FTE) 

Funding  (SOOO)                                   | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FV94 
Revised 

FY95 
l*roposed 

FY«3 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Personal  .Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

248.1 

263.0 

246.5 

254.0 

8.553 

9.104 

7.880 

8.348 

Other  Pay 

49.8 

6.9 

6.9 

6.9 

362 

152 

152 

152 

Addillonal  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

58 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.437 

1.742 

1,556 

1.647 

Total  Personal  Services 

297.9 

269.9 

253.4 

260.9 

10.410 

10.998 

9.588 

10.147 

Non  Personal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

184 

134 

134 

134 

Energy 

191 

166 

166 

166 

Communications 

307 

308 

308 

308 

Building  Rent 

328 

313 

313 

313 

(Kher  Services  &  Charges 

1.125 

1.016 

1.116 

1.430 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

17. .565 

17.563 

17.600 

16.015 

Equipment 

214 

97 

97 

107 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

19.914 

19.597 

19.734 

18.473 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

297.9 

269.9 

253.4 

260.9 

30.324 

30.595 

29.322 

28.620 
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JOSEPH  YELDELI. 
ACTING  DIRECTOR 

DEPARTMENT  OF 
EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES 

CHAIRMAN  DIXON  AND  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE,  1  AM 
PLEASED  TO  PRESENT  THE  FY  1995  AND  REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET  REQUESTS 
FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES,  AS  WELL  AS  FOR  THE 
DISABILITY  AND  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FUNDS. 

DURING  1993,  THE  WASHINGTON  AREA'S  ECONOMY  BEGAN  A  SLOW  RECOVERY 
FROM  THE  RECESSION.  HOWEVER,  WHEN  MEASURED  BY  ITS  IMPACT  ON  THE 
LABOR  MARKET,  THE  RECOVERY  HAS  BEEN  WEAK.  FOR  ALL  OF  1993,  THE 
DISTRICT'S  UNEMPLOYMENT  RATE  AVERAGED  8.5  PERCENT.  JOB  CREATION 
HAS  BEGUN  TO  INCREASE  IN  THE  WASHINGTON  AREA,  WHICH  ADDED  28,000 
NEW  JOBS  DURING  1993,  AN  INCREASE  OF  1 . 2  PERCENT  BETWEEN  1992  AND 
1993.  FOR  THE  SAMF  TIME  PERIOD,  THE  DISTRICT  LOST  A  SMALf.  XCMBER 
OF  JOBS,  3,300  (0.5  PERCENT).  AS  OF  DECEMBER  1993,  8,600 
ADDITIONAL  DISTRICT  RESIDENTS  WERE  WORKING. 

IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE  I ABOR  MARKET  ARE  EXPECTED  TO  CONTINUE  IN  1994. 
NEW  JOB  GROWTH,  WHILE  MARGINAL,  WILL  CONTINUE,  AVERAGING  ABOUT  ONE 
TO  1.5  PERCENT.  ALTHOUGH  CONDITIONS  IN  THE  LOCAL  JOB  MARKET  WILL 
CONTINUE  TO  IMPROVE  SLIGHTLY  DURING  1994  AND  INTO  1995, 
NONETHELESS,  THERE  WILL  BE  HIGH  DEMANDS  ON  OUR  "SAFETY  NET" 
PROGRAMS  AND  SERVICES,  SUCH  AS  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION,  JOB 
COUNSELING,  REFERRAL  AND  PLACEMENT,  AS  WELL  AS  TRAINING  AND 
RETRAINING. 

THE  DEPARTMENT'S  FY  1994  REVISED  AND  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUESTS  WERF 
DEVELOPED  WITH  CAREFUL  CONSIDERATION  OF  ALL  OF  THE  GROWING 
CHALLENGES  AND  COMPETING  SERVICE  DEMANDS  THAT  EXIST  AS  A  RESULT  OF 
THE  CURRENT  AND  PROJECTED  STATE  OF  OUR  ECONOMY.  YOU  MAY  BE  ASSURED 
THAT  THIS  DEPARTMENT  AND  ITS  DEDICATED  STAFF,  WITH  YOUR  CONTINUED 
SUPPORT,  WILL  MEET  THESE  CHALLFNGFS  BY  CONTINUING  IHE  DISTRICT'S 
COMMITMENT  TO  QUALITY  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  SERVICES. 

FY  1993  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BEFORE  PRESENTING  MY  OVERVIEW  OF  OUR  BUDGET  REQUESTS,  L  WOULD  LIKE 
TO  BRIEFLY  HIGHLIGHT  SOME  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  ACCOMPI  ISHME.NTS  OF 
THE  PAST  YEAR. 

DURING  FY  1993,  THE  DEEARTMENT  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES  CONTINUED  TO 
LAY  THE  FOUNDATION  FOR  ORGANIZATIONAL  CHANGE  AS  DESCRIBED-  IN  ITS 
"BLUEPRINT  FOR  EXCELLENCE".  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  STAFF  TRAINING  AT  ALL 
LEVELS  IS  ESSENTIAL  TO  TRANSFORM  D.O.E.S  INTO  AN  AGENCY  THAT  IS 
EMPLOYEE  CENTERED,  TEAM  ORIENTED,  AND  CUSTOMER  FOCUSED.  WHILE  WE 
STILL  HAVE  LONG  WAY  TO  GO,  DURING  THIS  PAST  YEAR,  THE  .\GENCY: 

CONDUCTED  19  TRATNING  AND  ORGANIZATIONAL  REFRFATS  THROUGHOUT 

THE  DEPARTMENT; 

PROVIDED  TRAINING  TO  298  EMPLOYEES  THROUGH  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA; 
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COXDCCTKD  THREE  SUPRRVT SORY  SKILLS  DEVELOPMENT  WORKSHOPS  FOR 
83  SUPERVISORS  AND  MANAGERS,  REPRESENTING  80  PERCENT  OF  THAT 
STAFF,  USING  OUR  INTERNAL  TRAINERS; 

IMPLEMENTED  AN  EMPLOYEE  CAREER  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM  TO  ASSIST 
EMPLOYEES  IN  CAREER  PLANNING,  INCLUDING  THE  SELECTION  AND 
TRAINING  OF  NINE  VOLUNTEER  CAREER  COUNSELORS;  ^ND  COORDINATED 
ORIENTATIONS  ON  THE  DISTRICT'S  EMPLOYEE  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  FOR 
246  EMPLOYEES. 

COLLABORATIVE  EFFORTS  AND  IMPROVED  COMMUNICATION  BETWEEN  THE 
DEPARTMENT  AND  THE  BUSINESS  AND  LABOR  COMMUNITIES  WERE  EVIDENT  IN 
THE  SUSTAINED  AND  UNPRECEDENTED  WORK  f)F  THESE  ENTITIES  IN 
DEVELOPING  LEGISLATION  TO  FACILITATE  ADMINISTRATIVE  IMPROVEMENTS  IN 
THE  UNEMPLOYMENT  INS(."RANCE  PROGRAM,  AND  TO  MAKE  THE  UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND  SOLVENT.  WITH  THE  SUCCESSFUL  PASSAGE  OF  THE 
"UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  COMPREHENSIVE  IMPROVEMENTS  AMENDMENTS 
ACT  OF  1^93,"  THE  FUND  IS  CURRENTLY  BUILDING  UP  THE  NECESSARY 
RESERVES  TO  COMPLETELY  RESTORE  IT  TO  TRUE  SOLVENCY  AND  FINANCIAL 
HEALTH.  THE  FUND,  FROM  WHICH  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  BENEFITS 
ARE  DRAWN,  ENTERED  FY  199  4  WITH  A  POSITIVE  CASH  BALANCE  OF  $6.3 
MILLION,  AND  IS  EXPECTED  TO  END  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR  WITH  A  BALANCE  IN 
EXCESS  OF  $39  MILITON. 

CAREER  AND  .lOB  PLACEMENT  SERVICES  TO  OUR  RESIDENTS  WERE  AUGMENTED 
THROUGH  THE  EXPANDED  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  AN  Al  TOMATED  LABOR  EXCHANGF 
SYSTEM  --  "AI.EN"  --  A  USER-FRIENDLY  SELF-SERVICE  SYSTEM  THAT 
PRESENTS  JOB  LISTINGS  VIA  PUBLIC  KIOSKS,  MAINFRAME  TERMINALS,  AND 
PERSONAL  COMPUTERS.  THIS  SERVICE  IS  NOW  AVAILABLE  AT  ]3  LOCATIONS 
THROUGHOUT  THE  CITY,  AT  THE  VETERANS  ASSISTANCE  CENTER  (USVAC),  AND 
AT  THE  WALTER  REED  ARMY  MEDICAL  CENTER. 

OUR  SERVICES  IN  THE  DISTRICT'S  LATINO  COMMUNITY  WERE  STRENGTHENED 
BY  CONVERTING  THE  EXISTING  SERVICE  CENTER  IN  WARD  1  INTO  \  FULL 
SERVICE  JOB  CENTER  WITH  THE  ADDITION  OF  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 
SERVICES  TO  THE  PREVIOUSLY  PROVIDED  EMPLOYMENT-RELATED  SERVICES. 

DURING  THE  PAST  YEAR,  D.O.E.S.  WAS  AWARDED  A  JOB  SEARCH  ASSISTANCE 
DEMONSTRATION  GRANT  FROM  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR  TO  TEST 
VARIOUS  METHODS  FOR  ASSISTING  UNEMPLOYMENT  CLAIMANTS  IN  THEIR 
SEARCH  FOR  EMPr,OYMENT.  THE  DISTRICT  WAS  ONE  OF  THREE  STATES 
NATIONWIDE  COMPETITIVELY  SELECTED  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  THIS 
DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM.  THE  PROGRAM  IS  NOW  IN  ITS  INITIAL  PLANNING 
STAGFS  WITH  THE  ASSISTANCE  OF  THE  USDOL-SFLECTED  AND  FUNDED 
CONTRACTOR,  WITH  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  PILOT  TO  BEGIN  IN  FY  199S. 
GRANT  REVENUE  TO  BE  EARNED  THROUGH  THIS  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM  THAT 
WILL  FUND  THE  SERVICES  TO  BE  PROVIDED  TO  JOB  SEEKERS  IS  ESTIMATED 
AT  APPROXIMATELY  $798,000  (AND  18  ETES)  IN  FY  1995. 

SERVICES  TO  OUR  YOUTH  THROUGH  THE  SUMMER  YOUTH  EMPLOYMENT  PROGRAM 
WERE  RECOGNIZED  NATIONALLY  IN  OCTOBER  OF  lAST  YEAR  WHEN  MAYOR  KELLY 
RECEIVED  A  PRESIDENTIAL  AWARD  FROM  LABOR  SECRETARY  ROBERT  RETCH  FOR 
OUTSTANDING  LEADERSHIP  OF  THE  SUMMERWORKS  '93  PROGRAM.  THIS  AWARD 
RECOGNIZED  OUR  EFFORTS  AS  A  CTTY  IN  PROVIDING  17,839  YOUTH  AGES  14 
TO  21  WITH  MEANINGFUL  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  EXPERIENCES  DURING 
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THE  SIX-WEEK  SUMMER  PROGRAM.  IN  LAST  YEAR'S  PROGRAM,  OUR 
AGGRESSIVE  RECRUITMENT  OF  ECONOMICALLY  DISADVANTAGED  YOUTH  YIELDED 
NOTABLE  RESULTS.  APPROXIMATELY  10,800  OR  65  PERCENT  OF  THE  YOUTHS 
SERVED  IN  THE  SUBSIDIZED  COMPONENT  OF  LAST  YEAR'S  PROGRAM  WERE 
ECONOMICALLY  DISADVANTAGED.  THIS  WAS  THE  HIGHEST  PENETRATION  RATE 
IN  SERVING  THE  MOST  NEEDY  YOUTH  EVER  .\CHIEVED  BY  THE  SUMMER 
PROGRAM. 

THE  SI;MMER  PROGRAM  IS  KNOWN  FOR  ITS  INNOVATIVE  PROGRAMS  SUCH  AS 
BnSINESS  KIDS.  AN  ENTREPRENEURSHIP  PROGRAM  CONDUCTED  AT  THE  GEORGE 
WASHINGTON  UNIVERSITY  SCHOOL  OF  BUSINESS  AND  PUBLIC  MANAGEMENT  FOR 
100  DISTRICT  YOUTH  14  AND  15  YEARS  OLD;  THE  LIVING  CLASSROOMS 
MARITIME  PROGRAM,  A  UNIQUE  SIX-WEEK  MARITIME  PROJECT  ON  THE 
BALTIMORE  HARBOR,  WHICH  WAS  CONDUCTED  FOR  40  YOUTH,  INCLUDING  20 
FROM  IHE  DISTRICT  AND  20  FROM  BALTIMORE.  THE  UDC  SCIENCE  INSTITUTE 
TARGETED  14-  AND  15-YEAR-OLD  YOUTH  WHO  RESIDE  IN  WARDS  7  AND  8,  AND 
FOCUSED  ON'  PROVIDING  ACADEMIC  ENRICHMENT  AND  BASIC  EMPLOYABILITY 
SKILLS  IN  SCIENCE,  MATHEMATICS,  AND  ENGINEERING. 

THE  AGENCY  WORKS  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR  EMPLOYERS  TO  EXPAND  TRAINING 
AND  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  DISTRICT  YOUTH.  THESE  EFFORTS 
CONTINUED  TO  FLOURISH  THROUGH  OUR  SUCCESSFUL  PARTNERSHIP  WITH 
CLYDES  RESTAURANT  GROUP  OF  GEORGETOWN.  THIS  COMPONENT  OF  THE 
AGENCY'S  IN-SCHOOL  PROGRAM  TRAINED  14-  TO  16-YEAR-OLDS  IN  VARIOUS 
PHASES  OF  THE  RESTAURANT  BUSINESS  FROM  WAITING  TABLES  TO  FOOD 
PREPARATION,  WHILE  EMPHASIZING  A  CURRICULUM  BASED  ON  ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENT  AND  SELF-DISCIPLINE,  AS  WELL  AS  SKILLS  DEVELOPMENT. 

IN  ADDITION,  THE  AGENCY  IS  CURRENTLY  PARTICIPATING  IN  A  NUMBER  OF 

COLLABORATIVE   PROJECTS  WITH  PRIVATE   SECTOR  EMPLOYERS  FOR   THE 

BENEFIT  OF  ADULT  TRAINEES.   HIGHLIGHTS  OF  THESE  EFFORTS  INCLUDE: 

WORK  WITH  THE  MEDLANTIC  HEALTHCARE  GROUP   WHICH  WILL  RESULT  IN 

OVER   100   DISTRICT   RESIDENTS   RECEIVING   TRAINING   AND   JOB 

PLACEMENT  ASSISTANCE  IN  AN  ARRAY  OF  ALLIED  HEALTH  OCCUPATIONS. 

A  JOINT  VENTURE  BETWEEN  THE  DISTRICT  AND  THE  AUTOMOTIVE  TRADE 
ASSOCIATION  OF  THE  NATIONAL  CAPITAL  AREA  (ATANCA)  WHICH 
ENABLES  DISTRICT  RESIDENTS  TO  BECOME  CERTIFIED  MECHANICS. 
ATANCA,  WHICH  SHARES  THE  COST  OF  TRAINING,  HAS  ALSO  GUARANTEED 
EMPLOYMENT  FOR  All  SUCCESSFUL  GRADUATES.  WE  ARE  NOW 
COLLABORATING  WITH  THEM  ON  ANOTHER  PROJECT  TO  PREPARE 
RESIDENTS  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  AS  AUTOMOTIVE  TECHNICIANS. 

A  COLLABORATIVE  EFFORT  BETWEEN  GIANT  FOOD  AND  ACTION  TO 
REHABILITATE  COMMUNITY  HOUSING  TO  DEVELOP  A  TRAINING  PROGRAM 
TO  PREPARE  DISTRICT  RESIDENTS  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  IN  VARIOUS  RETAIL 
GROCERY  OCCUPATIONS.  THIS  PROJECT  INVOLVES  SHARED  FUNDING  AND 
A  COMMITMENT  FROM  GIANT  FOOD  TO  PLACE  ALL  SUCCESSFUL 
COMPLETERS.' 

THESE  EFFORTS  TO  DEVELOP  COI,LABORATIVE  RELATIONSHIPS  WITH  AREA 
EMPLOYERS  TO  PROVIDE  TRAINING  IN  HIGH  DEMAND  OCCUPATIONS  ARE  THE 
OUTCOME  OF  OUR  DESIRE  TO  MEET  THE  LABOR  MARKET  NEEDS  IN  OUR  AREA  BY 
EXPANDING  THE  TYPES  OF  TRAINING  WE  PROVIDE  TO  OUR  RESIDENTS.   WE 
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ARE  NOW  OFFERING  A  WIDER  VARIETY  OF  TRAINING  OPPORTUNITIES,  SUCH 
AS:  DESKTOP  PUBLISHING,  ENTREPRENEURSHIP ,  ALLIED  HEALTH,  COMPUTER 
REPAIR,  LICENSED  COMMERCIAL  TRUCK  DRIVING,  CUSTOMER  SERVICE,  CABLE 
TV  INSTALLATION  AND  REPAIR,  TRAVEL/TOURISM,  AND  AUTOMOBILE  REPAIR, 
AMONG  OTHERS. 

THROUGH  AGGRESSIVE  ENFORCEMENT  OF  OtJR  WAGE/HOUR  LAWS,  THE 
DEPARTMENT  SUCCESSFULLY  RECOVFRED  MORE  THAN  $550,000  IN  BACK  WAGES 
FOR  WORKERS  EMPLOYED  IN  THE  PRIVATE  SECTOR  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA,  IV  1993.  IN  ADDITION,  THE  DISTRICT'S  MINIMUM  WAGE  LAW 
WAS  CHANGED  THROUGH  OUR  EFFORTS  IN  PROPOSING  LEGISLATION  THAI 
STREAMLINED  THE  MINIMUM  WAGE-SETTING  PROCESS  BY  ELIMINATING  THE 
NINE  DIFFERENT  MINIMUM  WAGE  RATES  AND  THE  CUMBERSOME  MINIMUM  WAGE 
DETERMINATION  PROCESS  OF  THE  FORMER  WAGE-HOUR  BOARD.  THE  NEW 
MINIMUM  WAGE  RATE  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  WAS  SET  AT  $1  ABOVE  THE  FEDERAL 
MINIMUM  WAGE,  THAT  IS,  AT  $5.25  PER  HOUR. 

WITH  THE  OBJECTIVE  OF  INCREASING  SAFETY  IN  THE  WORKPLACE  FOR 
DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  WORKERS,  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY 
AND  HEALTH  PROGRAM  CONDUCTED  420  WORKPLACE  INSPECTIONS  IN  DISTRICT 
GOVERNMENT  FACILITIES  IN  FY  1993,  AN  INCREASE  OF  13  PERCENT  OVER 
THF  PREVIOI.'S  YEAR.  WE  EXPECT  TO  CONTINtJE  EXPANDED  EMPHASIS  ON 
WORKPLACE  SAFETY  WITH  515  INSPECTIONS  PLANNED  FOR  FY  1994  AND  FY 
1095. 

OVERVIEW  OF  FY  1995  BU'DGET  REQUEST 

IN  FY  1995,  WITH  BOTH  LOCAL  AND  FEDERAL  FUNDING,  THE  DEPARTMENT 
WILL  CONTINUE  TO  OPERATE  MORE  THAN  3D  EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR-RELATED 
PROGRAMS.  WE  WILL  ASSIST  AN  ESTIMATED  78,000  PERSONS  SEEKING  JOB 
TRAINING  AND  PLACEMENT  SERVICES.  THE  AGENCY  WILL  ENROLL  OVER 
21,000  PERSONS  IN  IIS  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  PROGRAMS,  AND  WILL 
PLACE  APPROXIMATELY  22,000  PERSONS  IN  JOBS  (INCLUDING,  AT  A 
MINIMUM,  12,200  SUMMER  YOUTH).  THE  AGENCY'S  LABOR  STANDARDS 
PROGRAMS  WILL  PROVIDE  SERVICES  THAT  BENEFIT  WORKERS  ON  THE  JOB, 
INCLUDING  THE  ENFORCEMENT  OF  MINIMUM  WAGE  LAWS,  OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY 
AND  HEALTH  ST^iNDARDS,  AND  WORKERS'  COMPENSATION  BENEFITS. 

THE  AGENCY'S  FY  1995  APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS  $28.6  MILLION, 

THE  MAJOR  COMPONENTS  OF  WHICH,  BY  PROGRAM  AREA,  INCLUDE: 

--  $20.7  MILLION  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  AND  TRAINING  PROGRAMS; 

--  $4.5  MILLION  FOR  LABOR  STANDARDS  PROGRAMS;  AND 

--   $3.4   MILLION   FOR   EXECUTIVE   DIRECTION,   AND   FINANCE   AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES. 

WITH  IHE  EXCEPTION"  OF  DIE  SUMMER  YOUTH,  YOUTH  LFADERSfllP  INSTI'lUTE, 
THE  SPECIAL  TEMPORARY  EMPIOYMEVI  PROGRAM  ("STEP"  --  ^ OR  EX- 
OFFENDERS),  AND  OUT-OF-SCHOOL  PROGRAMS,  All  MAJOR  LOCALLY  FUNDED 
JOB  TRAINING  PROGRAMS  ARE  REDU'CEO.  THE  FY  1995  REQUEST  ALSO 
TNCrUDFS  A  REOI'CTION  OF  18  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  POSIIIONS  AND 
§650,000  FROM  THE  FY  1994  LEVEL  FOR  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES. 

WHILE  DECREASES  IN  MANY  OF  OUR  ADL'l  T  PRATMNc;  PROGRAMS  WIL[,  RESULT 
TN  SERVICE  LEVEL  REDUCTIONS,  THE  IMP \CT  WILL  BE  PARTIALLY  MITIGATED 
BY   INCREASFD   FUNDING   UNDER   THE   JTPA   TITLE   III   PROGRAM   FOR 
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DTSr.OCATFD  WORKERS.  FUVDINO  FOR  THIS  JTPA  PROGRAM  WILL  TNCRFASE  BY 
12.3  PERCENT  IN"  THE  N'E.XT  PROGRAM  YEAR  liUT  BEGIVf!  THTS  JL"LY,  FRCj"'! 
SI.  2  TO  $2.6  .'-IILLION.  THIS  PROGRAM  EMPHASIZES  A  COMPREHEXSTVE , 
TTMEIY  ARRAY  OF  RETRAIN'IXG  AXD  RE-FMPLOYMFN'T  SFRVICRS  TAILORED  TO 
WORKERS'  IXDIVIDLAL  NEEDS,  INCLUDING  LONG-TERM  .K)B  PREPARATION 
PROVIDED  THROUGH  VALUABI F  HIGHER  EDUCATION  OPPORTUNITIES  AND  OTHER 
CUSTOMIZED  TRAINING. 

FY  1904  REVISED  BUDGET  REQUEST 

THE  REVISED  FY  1994  APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT 

IS  $29.3  MILLION.   f'HANGFS  CONTAINED  IN  IHE  FY  1995  REQUEST  (BUT 

NOT  IV  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  PLAN)  INCLUDE: 

--  THE  FY  \'>'^5    REQUEST  CONTAINS  $1.4  MILLION  LESS  THAN  THE  REVISED 

FY  1994  BUDGET  IN  THE  TRAINING/RETRAINING  PROGRAM; 

--  THE  FY  1995  REQUEST  CONTAINS  $1.6  MILLION  LESS  THAN  THE  REVISED 

FY  1994  BUDGET  IN  THE  SUMMER  YOUTH  PROGRAM; 

--  THE  FY  1995  REQIEST  PROVIDES  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  OF  $118,000  IN 

THE  PREAPPRENTICESHIP  PROGRAM,  $187,000  MORE  IN  THE  OUT-OF-SCHOOL 

PROGRAM,  $296,000  MORE  IN  THE  IN-SCHOOL  PROGRAM,  AND  $386,000  MORE 

IN  THE  STEP  PROGRAM. 

--  THE  FY  1995  REQUEST  PROVIDES  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  OF  $400,000  IN 

THE  DISABILITY  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM. 

THE  REVISED  FY  1994  REQU'EST  ALSO  INCLUDES  A  ONE-TIME  REDUCTION  FOR 

FLRIOUGH  AND  WITHIN-GRADE  ADJUSTMENTS  OF  $367,000  AND  $85,000, 

RESPECTIVELY. 

THROUGHOUT  OU^R  TRAINING  PROGRAMS  WE  PLAN  TO  PERFORM  QUALITATIVE 
ANALYSES  OF  TRAINING  AND  PLACEMENT  SERVICES  PROVIDED  BY  OUR 
TRAINING  PROVIDERS  TO  DETERMINE  THEIR  CAPACITIES  AND  TO  BENCHMARK 
THEIR  OUTPUT.  THIS  ANALYSIS  WILL  BE  COUPLED  WITH  AN  INTERNAI 
ASSESSMENT  OF  OUR  ADULT  AND  YOUTH  TRAINING  PROGRAM  MONITORING 
PROCESSES.  IN  ADDITION,  WE  WILL  DEVELOP  AN  IMPROVED  CONTRACT 
EVALUATION  MODEL  FOR  OUR  TRAINING  PROGRAMS. 

IN  ADDITION  TO  OUR  EFFORTS  IN  THE  TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT. 
PROGRAMS,  WE  ARE  CONTINUING  TO  FACE  SUBSTANTIVE  SERVICE  DELIVERY 
CHALLENGES  IN  OUR  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY  PROGRAMS  --  BOTH  IN  THE 
UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE  (UI)  AND  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICE  (ES)  SYSTEMS. 
WHILE  THE  DISTRICT  WILL,  CONTINUE  TO  MAKE  A  SIGNIFICANT  CONTRIBUTION 
OF  LOCAL  FUNDING  ($1.8  MILLION  IN  BOTH  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  AND  FY 
1995  BUDGETS)  TO  WHAT  IS  OSTENSIBLY  VIEWED  AS  A  "FEDERAL"  PROGRAM, 
THE  STEADY  LOSS  OF  FEDERAL  FUNDING,  SPECIFICALLY  I\  THE  EMPLOYMENT 
SERVICE  PROGRAM,  CONTINUES  TO  IMPACT  OUR  EFFORTS  IN  PROVIDING  THE 
DESIRED  LEVEL  AND  QUALITY  OF  SERVICES  TO  OUR  CUSTOMERS  --  BOTH 
DISTRICT  AND  NON-DISTRICT  RESIDENTS.  OVER  THE  PAST  NINE  YEARS, 
FROM  PROGRAM  YEAR  (PY)  1985  TO  PY  1994  THAT  WILL  BEGLN  THIS  JULY, 
THE  FEDERAL  ES  GRANT  WILL  HAVE  DECREASED  BY  25  PERCENT,  FROM  $6.1 
TO  $4.6  MILLION,  INCREASING  THE  NECESSITY  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  LOCALLY 
FUNDED  SUPPORT,  AS  WELL  AS  CHALLENGING  US  TO  DO  MORE  WITH  LESS. 

WE  ARE  CLOSELY  REVIEWING  AND  MONITORING  THE  PROGRESS  OF  THE 
PRESIDENT'S  RECENTLY  PROPOSED  "RE-EMPLOYMENT  ACT  OF  1994"  WHICH 
PROPOSES  TO  RESTRUCTURE  AND  CONSOLIDATE  SERVICES  TO  THE  UNEMPLOYED. 
THE   CHANGES   PROPOSED   IN   THIS   LEGISLATION   WOULD   IMPACT   THE 
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UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPBNSATION,  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICES,  DISLOCATED  WORKER, 
AND  LABOR  MARKET  INFORMATION  PROGRAMS.  ONE  OF  THE  MAJOR  CHANGES 
WOULD  BE  TO  TRANSFORM  THE  I'N'FMPLOYMEM  SYSTEM  INTO  A  RF-FMPLOYMENT 
SYSTEM  TO  HELP  WORKERS  PREPARE  FOR  AND  FIND  NEW  JOBS  AND  CAREERS, 
AS  OPPOSED  TO  ONLY  COLLECTING  UI  BENEFITS.  A  WIDER  VARIETY  OF 
SERVICES  WOULD  BE  PROVIDED  TO  UI  CLAIMANTS.  THE  DISTINCTIONS 
BETWEEN  "UI"  AND  "ES"  STAFF  AND  SERVICE  DELIVERY  WOi;LD  BE  FEWER. 
THE  PROPOSALS  CONTAINED  IN  THE  ACT  WOULD  SIGNIFICANTLY  CHANGE  HOW 
SERVICES  WOULD  BE  DELIVERED,  INCLUDING  THE  POSSIBLE  IMPLEMENTATION 
OF  ONE- STOP  CAREER  CENTERS. 

IN  BOTH  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR  AND  IN  FY  1995,  THE  AGENCY  WILL  CONTINUE 
ITS  EFFORTS  TO  AUTOMATE  THE  AGENCY  TO  INCREASE  OUR  EFFICIENCY  AND 
PRODUCTIVITY.  BENEFITS  RESULTING  FROM  THESE  EFFORTS  SHOULD  BE 
EVIDENT  IN  THE  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM  WITHIN  THE  NEXT 
YEAR  OR  TWO,  AND  IN  SEVERAL  OTHER  PROGRAMS  SOON  THEREAFTER. 

AS  OUR  BASIC  FOUNDATION  AND  SL'PPORT  IN  MEETING  THE  CHALLENGES 
AHEAD,  WE  WILL  VIGOROl'SLY  CONTINUE  OUR  EFFORTS  FOR  TRANSFORMATION 
OF  OUR  ORGANIZATIONAL  CULTURE  IN  THE  AGENCY.  WHILE  WE  HAVE  STARTED 
DOWN  THE  ROAD  TO  TOTAL  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  WITHIN  D.O.E.S.,  WE 
RECOGNIZE  THAT  EVEN  AS  AUTOMATION  A\D  TRAINING  INITIATIVES  ARE 
BEING  IMPLEMENTED,  WE  MUST  ALSO  EXAMINE  ALL  OF  OUR  PROCESSES.  TO 
ACCOMPLISH  THIS,  AS  THE  ACTING  D.O.E.S  DIRECTOR,  I  HAVE  EMBARKED  ON 
A  THOROUGH  EXAMINATION  OF  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICES  AND  PROGRAM  NEEDS 
WITHIN  THE  DEPARTMENT.  IT  IS  MY  OBJECTIVE  TO  BENCHMARK  EXISTING 
PROGRAMS,  DETERMINE  THEIR  OPTIMUM  LEVEL  OF  PROGRAM  EFFICIENCY  AND 
STAFF  PRODUCTIVITY,  THEN  STRIVE  TO  ALLOCATE  THE  RESOURCES  NECESSARY 
TO  DELIVER  FULL  QUALITY  SERVICES.  WITH  THE  Sl'PPORT  OF,  AND  IN 
PARTNERSHIP  WITH,  THE  DISTRICT'S  CITY  COUNCIL,  WE  ARE  READY  TO  MEET 
THE  MANY  CHALLENGES  NOW  BEFORE  US. 

DISABILITY  COMPENSATTON  FUND 

THE  FY  1995  REQUEST  FOR  THE  DISABILITY  COMPENSATION  FUND  IS  $20.8 
MILLION,  A  DECREASE  OF  Q] 05, 000  FROM  THE  FY  1994  ORIGINAL  BUDGET  OF 
$20.9  MILLION  AND  $4.8  LESS  THAN  THE  FY  1994  REVISED  BU'DGET  OF 
$25.6  MILLION.  THE  ACTUAL  NUMBER  OF  CLAIMANTS  FOR  FY  199''. 
REPRESENTED  A  MODERATE  INCREASE  OF  470  PERSONS  OVER  THE  FY  1992 
ACTUAL  NUMBER  OF  2,680  CLAIMANTS.  THE  REVISED  PROJECTION  OF  THE 
NL-MBER  OF  CLAIMANTS  COMPENSATED  FOR  FY  19q3  IS  2,795,  FOR  AN 
INCREASE  OF  115. 

SEVERAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  ACTIONS  ARE  PLANNED  AND/OR  ARE  UNDERWAY  FO 
IMPROVE  OPERATIONS  OF  THE  PROGRAM  AND  ASSIST  IN  CONTROLLING  COSTS. 
SOME  OF  THESE  ACTIONS  ARE  LONG-TERM,  SUCH  AS  FULL  AUTOMATION; 
OTHERS  WILL  RESULT  IN  MORE  IMMEDIATE  BENEFITS,  SUCH  AS  FULL 
STAFFING,  MEDICAL  UTILIZATION  REVIEW,  AND  INCREASED  USE  OF  RETURN 
TO  LIGHT  DUTY  WORK  ASSIGNMENTS. 

r^NEMPLOYMLNT  COMPENSATION  F1;ND 

THE  FY  1995  REQUEST  FOR  THE  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FUND  IS  $7.9 
MILLION,  NO  CHANGE  FROM  THE  FY  1994  ORIGINAL  BUDGET  AND  AN  DECREASE 
OF  $154,000  FROM  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET  OF  $8.1  MILLION.  THE 
AGENCY  PROJECTS  TO  COMPENGATF  :'.  ,150  PERSONS  IN  FY  1995  AND  3,200  IN 
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FY  1994.  THE  ESTIMATF  IS  CONSISTEN'T  WITH  ASSUMPTTOXS  rn\TERNIvr, 
THE  RELATIVE  STABILITY  TX  THE  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  LABOR  FORCE  A\D 
THE  ANTICIPATION"  OF  THE  tOCAL  ECON'ONY  BEGTN'NING  TO  MOVE  FROM  A 
RECESSIONARY  PERIOD  TO  A  RECOVERED  ECONOMY. 

THIS  CON'CLUDES  MY  OVERVIEW  OF  OIR  BUDGET  RFQL'ESTP.  MY  STAFF  AND  I 
Wir.L  MAKE  OURSELVES  AVAILABLE  TO  ADDRESS  ANY  QUESTIONS  TH\T  YOU  OR 
THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  MIGHT  HAVE. 
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Education  Licensure  Commission 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Education  Licensure  Commission  is  to  protect  the  residents  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  from  substandard  educational  programs  at  the  postsecondary  level;  and  to  protect 
employers  from  fraudulent  educational  credentials. 

Agency  Description 

The  Commission  was  established  in  1976  by  D.C.  Law  1-104,  which  transferred  to  it  licensure 
functions  delineated  by  the  Congress  in  1901.   To  achieve  its  mission,  the  Commission  licenses, 
approves  or  oversees  all  postsecondary  educational  institutions  in  the  District.   The  Commission  has 
six  (6)  statutory  functions,  which  are  financed  by  appropriated  and  federal  funds  and  supported  by 
the  administrative  unit.   TTiese  functions  are  to  serve  as: 

■  The  state  licensure  agency  for  private  colleges  and  universities  in  the  District; 

■  The  state  licensure  agency  for  non-degree  trade  and  technical  schools; 

■  The  state  approving  agency  for  postsecondary  educational  programs  eru-oUing  veterans; 

■  The  grantor  of  conditional  exemptions  from  licensure  to  colleges  and  universities  chartered  by 
the  Congress  and  to  other  off-campus  educational  programs; 

■  The  repository  of  last  resort  for  the  records  of  schools  that  close  in  the  District;  and 

■  The  state  postsecondary  review  entity  (SPRE)  for  post  secondary  educational  site  visits. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $565,000  and  6.0  full-time 

equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $23,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994 

budget  request 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $462,000  and  4.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $23,000  and  no  change  in 

FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $103,000  and  2.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from 

the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $542,000  and  6.0 
FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $35,000  and  a  decrease  of  1.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $439,000  and  4.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $48,000  and  a 
decrease  of  1.0  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $103,000  and  2.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $13,000  and 
no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
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Education  Licensure  Commission 


he  major  changes  include  the  following: 

A  reduction  of  $30,000  in  rent  based  on  the  Department  of  Administrative  Services  estimated 
rental  costs  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 

An  increase  of  $10,000  in  contracts  and  other  services  and  charges  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 

A  reduction  of  $28,000  in  personal  services  in  FY  1994. 

As  a  result  of  the  administrative  cost  allocation,  a  reduction  of  $5,000  in  personal  services  in 
FY  1995. 


Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  Commission's  top  priority  is  to  conduct  site  evaluation  visits  to  licensed  institutions 
and  to  institutions  seeking  licensure,  as  well  as  to  institutions,  referred  by  the  federal  government  for 
review  under  Tide  HEA,  that  receive  student  federal  financial  aid.   The  Commission  emphasizes 
visits  to  the  non-degree  trade  and  technical  schools  because  these  schools,  more  than  the  degree- 
granting  institutions,  tend  to  be  financially  unstable  and  many  have  high  student  loan  default  rates. 
In  its  mission  to  protect  D.C.  residents  from  substandard  postsecondary  education,  the  Commission 
conducts  thorough  reviews  of  all  postsecondary  educational  institutions  operating  in  the  District. 

Impacts:    The  Commission  will  have  to  carry  out  these  obligations  within  the  constraints  of  its 
budgetary  limitations.    In  so  doing,  the  Commission  will  reduce  its  staffing  level  to  four  (4) 
appropriated  FTEs.     The  Commission  will  continue  to  efficiently  process  requests  for  student 
transcripts  from  the  records  of  closed  schools  on  file. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (GH) 


Programs 

Sumng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  (SOOO)                                   { 

FY93 
Actual 

FYM 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FVW 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 

Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

10  D.C.  Eduotlon  Ucensure 
Commbsiao 

6.5 

7.0 

60 

6.0 

517 

577 

542 

565 

Total  Agcncj 

6.5 

7.0 

6.0 

6.0 

517 

577 

542 

565 

Appropriated  Funds 

4S 

5.0 

4.0 

4.0 

435 

487 

439 

462 

Federal  Funds 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

82 

90 

10? 

103 

Inlra.DlsUict  Funds 

0.0 

0,0 

0,0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Agency  Outputs 

The  mission  of  the  Commission  will  be  achieved  through  on-site  reviews  and  inspections  to 
determine  compliance  with  the  laws  and  regulations.   The  Commission  will  fulfill  its  duty  to 
preserve  the  academic  records  of  closed  schools  by  arranging  for  these  records  to  be  transferred  to 
the  Commission  and  by  issuing  students  transcripts  from  them. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (GH) 


Measures 

FY  92 

FV93 

FY*» 

FV9S 

Aj>ents*  Licenses 

54 

43 

43 

48 

Initial  School  Licenses 

18 

n 

15 

15 

Renewal  School  Licenses 

60 

62 

62 

68 

Transcripts  Processed 

280 

250 

250 

250 

Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  ((iH) 


Expendllure  Type 

SUfflng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FYM 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

1^95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

4.5 

5.0 

4.0 

4  0 

152 

173 

145 

168 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Cross  Pay 

n.o 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

25 

32 

32 

32 

Total  Personal  Services 

4.5 

5.0 

4.0 

4.0 

187 

205 

177 

200 

SonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

5 

1 

1 

1 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

t^ooirounlcatlans 

4 

3 

3 

Building  Rent 

206 

255 

225 

225 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

29 

23 

33 

33 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

4 

0 

0 

0 

Tout  NonPersonal  Services 

248 

282 

262 

262 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

4.5 

5.0 

4.0 

4.0 

415 

487 

439 

462 

Humai^i 


Ueve* 


T? 


uman  Kesoiirces 
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THE  EDUCATION  LICENSURE  COMMISSION 
FY  1995  AND  1994  REVISED  BUDGET 

OPENING  STATEMENT 

Dr.  Douglas  G.  Glasgow 

ELC  Chairperson 

I  am  Douglas  G.  Glasgow,  Chairperson  of  the  Education  Licensure  Commission. 
With  me  is  the  Executive  Director,  Dr.  Shirley  Graham  Evans.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  testify  on  the  Commission's  budget. 

The  Commission  consists  of  five  citizen  members,  each  appointed  by  the  Mayor 
for  no  more  than  two  consecutive  three-year  terms.  The  members  elect  the  officers  of  the 
Commission  each  year.  This  year,  the  Vice  Chairperson  is  Dr.  Bettye  J.  Gardner;  the 
Secretary  is  Dr.  Estelle  Taylor;  Dr.  Jerome  Paige  and  Dr.  Paul  E.  Logan  serve  as 
Commissioners. 

The  Commission  performs  six  primary  functions.  It  licenses  all  postsecondary 
institutions  offering  courses  which  carry  credits  toward  a  college  degree  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  at  a  foreign  location  under  a  District  of  Columbia  license;  it  grants 
conditional  exemptions  to  colleges  and  universities  operating  under  a  congressional  charter; 
it  licenses  non-degree  trade  and  technical  schools  operating  in  the  District;  it  administers 
the  State  Postsecondary  Review  Program  for  institutions  receiving  Title  IV  funds  through 
the  Department  of  Education;  and  it  serve  as  the  state  approving  agency  for  District 
institutions  in  which  students  receive  veterans  educational  benefits. 

The  Commission  is  making  excellent  progress  in  two  important  areas;  the 
establishment  of  effective  consumer  protection  regulations  for  non-degree  trade  and 
technical  schools,  and  the  simplification  and  streamlining  of  the  licensure  process  for  both 
degree  and  nondegree-granting  institutions.  In  November  1988,  the  Commission  assumed 
responsibility  for  the  licensing  of  postsecondary  non-degree  schools,  previously  licensed  by 
the  Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs.  The  lack  of  adequate  state 
regulation  of  proprietary  schools,  especially  those  which  administer  student  federal  financial 
assistance,  has  become  a  major  national  issue,  however;  over  the  past  two  years,  ELC  has 
placed  great  attention  to  the  government's  oversight  and  regulation  of  these  institutions. 
New  regulations  for  non-degree  schools,  drafted  by  the  Commission  recently,  went  into 
effect  on  October  19,  1990.  These  regulations  for  the  first  time  mandate  that  the  schools 
have  admissions  standards  which  insure  that  those  who  begin  a  program  have  a  reasonable 
prospect  of  being  able  to  complete  it,  and  they  require  schools  to  submit  information  to 
the  Commission  on  their  placement  rates.  The  staff  of  the  Commission  now  visits  these 
schools  at  regular  intervals. 
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Perhaps  most  importantly,  students  with  complaints  against  particular  schools  have 
been  turning  to  the  Commission  for  assistance.  The  Commission  staff  is  usually  able  to 
achieve  satisfactory  resolution  of  individual  complaints.  Through  our  more  regular  contact, 
the  Commission  learns  of  a  more  fundamental  problem  particular  to  schools,  and  with  the 
new  regulations,  it  now  can  deal  more  quickly  and  effectively  with  these  problems. 

At  the  outset  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  Education  Licensure  Commission  entered  into 
a  contractual  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Education  -  State  Postsecondary  Review 
Program  authorized  under  Title  IV  Part  H  Subpart  I.  The  primary  purpose  of  this 
program  is  to  increase  accountability  and  oversight  of  institutions  participating  in  Title  IV 
(Financial  Aid  Programs).  The  role  of  ELC  will  be  to  formulate  standards  in  accordance 
with  federal  guidelines  and  to  conduct  site  visits  to  insure  compliance.  The  magnitude  of 
this  program  will  have  a  profound  impact  on  all  institutions  receiving  Title  IV  funds  in  the 
District.  The  statutory  requirements  of  the  SPRE  program  will  hold  institutions  fully 
accountable  for  how  they  operate  and  how  they  administer  Title  IV  funds.  ELC  was 
awarded  $50,000  to  Postsecondary  Review  Program  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Through  amendments  of  the  licensure  law  and  new  regulations,  we  also  are 
continuing  to  simplify  and  make  more  effective  our  regulation  of  nondegree-granting 
institutions  under  ELC's  jurisdiction.  Consistent  with  this  effort,  we  are  also  considering 
legislative  proposals  that  would  provide  conditional  exemption  from  licensure  for 
Washington  internship  programs  that  host  students  from  institutions  across  the  country  but 
do  not  award  academic  credit  themselves.  We  are  also  studying  the  Commission's 
statutory  responsibility  to  license  school  agents,  to  see  whether  the  ELC  process  protects 
educational  consumers  and  whether  it  is  cost-effective;  and  we  may  be  proposing  further 
amendments  to  the  licensure  law  when  our  review  is  completed. 
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PUBLIC  SAFETY 


1993 

1994 

1995 

AGENCY 

ACTUAL 

APPROVED 

PROPOSED 

Metropolitan  Police  Department 

District  Funds 

241,211 

226,898 

226,898 

Federal  Fund^          1,207 

481 

1,627 

Other  Funds 

977 

2,341 

1,398 

Total 

243,395 

229,720 

229,923 

Fire  and  Ehiergency  Medical  Services  Department 

District  Funds 

95,181 

76,049 

73,016 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

375 

133 

133 

Total 

95,556 

76,182 

73,149 

Police  and  Fire  Retirement  System 

District  Funds 

188,200 

202.800 

204.900 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

188.200 

202.800 

204.900 

Judges"  Retirement  System 

District  Funds 

4,300 

4.800 

5,100 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

4,300 

4.800 

5,100 

District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals/MAYOR 

District  Funds 

6,022 

6,041 

6,041 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

6,022 

6.041 

6,041 

Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia/MAYOR 

District  Funds        73,054 

76,040 

76,495 

Federal  Funds             210 

0 

0 

Other  Funds                0 

0 

0 

Total        73,264 

76,040 

76.495 

District  of  Columbia  Court  System/MAYOR 

District  Funds 

24,839 

30,383 

33.383 

Federal  Funds                0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

24,839 

30,383 

33.383 

Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel 

District  Funds 

13,494 

14,292 

13,592 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

151 

158 

178 

Total 

13.645 

14,450 

13.770 

Settlements  and  Judgments 

District  Funds 

18.648 

13.500 

11.000 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

18.648 

13.500 

11,000 

Public  Defender  Service 

District  Funds 

7.030 

7.328 

7,315 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 
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PUBLIC  SAFETY— Continued 


1993 

1994 

1995 

AGENCY 

ACTUAL 

APPROVED 

PROPOSED 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

7.030 

7,328 

7.315 

Pretrial  Services  Agency 

District  Funds 

3,057 

3,359 

3,449 

Federal  Fundsi              85 

0 

1,187 

Other  Funds             1 53 

0 

22 

Total 

3,295 

3,359 

4,658 

Department  of  Con-ections 

District  Funds 

247,489 

221.801 

214,063 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

8001 

Other  Funds 

3,007 

3,360 

3,360 

Total 

250,496 

225,161 

218,223 

Board  of  Parole 

District  Funds 

6,346, 

5.601 

5,458 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

6,346 

5,601 

5,458 

District  of  Columbia  National  Guard 

District  Funds 

1,237 

1.100 

1,056 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1,237 

1,100 

1,056 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 

District  Funds 

2,335 

1.848 

1,807 

Federal  Funds 

1.897 

756 

756 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Tota 

4.232 

2.604 

2.563 

Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities  and  Tenure 

District  Funds 

125 

131 

127 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Tota 

125 

131 

127 

Judicial  Nomination  Commission 

District  Funds 

6 

36 

89 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Tota 

6 

36 

89 

Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board 

District  Funds 

1,215 

1.174 

1,137 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Tota 

1,215 

1.174 

1.137 

Total  District  Funds 

933,789 

893.181 

884.926 

Total  Federal  Funds 

3.399 

1.237 

4.370 

Total  Other  Funds 

4,663 

5.992 

5.091 

Total,  PUBLIC  SAFETY 

941,851 

900.410 

894.387 
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AND 
SETTLEMENTS  AND  JUDGMENTS 

WITNESSES 

VANESSA  RUIZ,  CORPORATION  COUNSEL,  OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORA- 
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GARLAND  PINKSTON,  JR.,  PRINCIPAL  DEPUTY  CORPORATION  COUN- 
SEL 

ANNA  BLACKBURNE,  SPECIAL  COUNSEL 

VICTORIA  SYPHAX,  CHIEF  MANAGEMENT  OFFICER 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  is  to  conduct  all  legal  business  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  including  all  suits  instituted  by  and  against  the  government  thereof. 

Agency  Description 

The  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  provides  a  wide  variety  of  legal  services,  including  matters 
typically  handled  by  State  Attorneys  General,  District  or  State's  Attorneys,  and  City  or  County 
Attorneys.   The  Office  has  such  varied  functions  because  of  the  District's  unique  status,  which 
involves  aspects  of  state,  county  and  local  governmental  functions.    The  Office  initiates  and  defends 
civil  litigation  on  behalf  of  the  District:  handles  appeals  before  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  Circuit  Court  ,  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals,  and  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court;  represents  the  District  in  administrative  proceedings  before  various 
boards  and  commissions;  prosecutes  certain  criminal  acts;  and  provides  legal  advice  and  opinions  to 
agencies  and  officials  in  the  executive  branch.   The  Office  prosecutes  violators  of  District 
regulations,  certain  misdemeanor  offenses,  and  all  cases  involving  juvenile  delinquency,  neglect, 
child  abuse,  and  persons  in  need  of  supervision.    It  renders  legal  opinions  on  pending  congressional 
and  District  Council  legislation  affecting  the  District. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $17,434,000  and  340.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $501,000  and  a  decrease  of  4.0  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $13,592,000  and  247.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $200,000  and  no 
change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $3,842,000  and  93.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $301,000  and  a 
decrease  of  4.0  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $17,935,000  and  344.0 

FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $1 1,000  and  an  increase  of  3.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $13,792,000  and  247,0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $500,000  and 

no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1 994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $4,143,000  and  97.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $489,000 

and  an  increase  of  3.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
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Major  changes  include: 

■  The  FY  1994  revised  budget  reflects  a  $407,000  reduction  in  personal  services.   This  reduction 
represents  the  estimated  savings  to  be  generated  by  lapsed  salaries  from  vacant  positions  and 
attrition. 

■  The  FY  1995  proposed  budget  reflects  an  overall  $700,000  decrease,  which  was  made  to 
correspond  with  the  administrative  cost  reduction.   The  total  is  made  up  of  reductions  in  the 
following  areas:    $264,000  in  personal  services,  $184,000  in  equipment,  $2,000  in  supplies,  and 
$250,000  in  contractual  services  for  the  elimination  of  the  Citizens  Complaint  Center. 

■  There  is  a  reduction  of  $93,000  in  the  FY  1994  revised  budget  for  equipment  purchases  and 
leases. 


Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts: 

The  budget  for  the  office  is  primarily  comprised  of  personal  services.    Most  of  the  Office  of  the 
Corporation  Counsel's  time  is  spent  performing  nondiscretionary  tasks,  for  example,  defending 
lawsuits,  prosecuting  juvenile  crimes,  providing  required  legal  reviews  and  assistance  to  agencies. 
The  office's  priority  areas  are  as  follows:    1)  helping  the  District  address  its  budgetary  crisis  by 
collecting  monies  owed  to  the  District  and  providing  improved  legal  advice  to  avoid  costly  litigation 
and  successfully  defending  suits  against  the  District  to  minimize  payments  thereunder;    2)  supporting 
the  Mayor's  Youth  Initiatives  through  both  effective  prosecution  of  violent  juvenile  offenders  and 
protecting  vulnerable  youth  from  the  abuse  and  neglect  which  can  start  them  on  the  path  towards 
becoming  tomorrow's  offenders;  and    3)  providing  proactive  assistance  to  District  policy  initiatives 
by  using  litigation  to  achieve  policy,  not  just  defend  it,  and  by  providing  advice  and  guidance  to 
assist  agencies  in  reaching  their  goals. 

The  proposed  reductions  in  the  FY  1994  revised  and  FY  1995  proposed  budgets  will  affect  the 
office's  ability  to  provide  adequate  legal  services.    The  reductions  in  equipment  will  prevent  the 
office  from  making  some  necessary  equipment  purchases.    A  portion  of  the  costs  for  equipment  is 
attributed  to  the  Westlaw  Database  Retrieval  Service.   The  funding  for  equipment  helps  to  defray 
these  rising  costs.    Also,  the  reductions  in  library  purchases  will  require  the  office  to  eliminate 
needed  legal  subscriptions.    Corporation  Counsel  is  exploring  private  sources  of  funding  for  the 
continued  operation  of  the  Citizens  Complaint  Center. 
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Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (CB) 


Programs 

Sumng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Reybed 

FV9S 
Proposed 

01  Office  of  the  CorporaUon 
Counsel 

283.5 

341.0 

344.0 

340.0 

16.206 

17.946 

17,935 

17.434 

ToUl  Agenc; 

283.5 

341.0 

344.0 

340.0 

16^06 

17.946 

17.935 

17.434 

Appropriated  Funds 

209.4 

247.0 

247.0 

247.0 

13,494 

14,292 

13,792 

13492 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrlet  Funds 

71.1 

90.0 

93.0 

89.0 

2,574 

3.536 

4.005 

3.704 

Other  Funds 

3.1 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

138 

118 

138 

138 

Table  n 


Agency  Outputs  (CB) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY93 

Fy94 

FY95 

Antitrust  recovery 

9,243 

151.000 

105.000 

10.000 

Child  neglect  cases  -  Not  petitioned 

148 

262 

200 

200 

Child  neglect  cases  ■  Petitioned 

1.116 

1.084 

1.300 

1.300 

Child  support  cases  filed 

4.357 

3.482 

4.400 

5.400 

Civil  tai  cases  Hied  against  the  district 

490 

440 

300 

500 

Claims  disposed  of 

1.900 

1.375 

2,000 

2.400 

Claims  received 

2,587 

2,000 

2,400 

2,400 

Dollars  collected-clilld  support  cases 

28.395,515 

31.364.099 

35,000,000 

35.000.000 

Dollars  collected-forfeltures/collections/escheats 

4.451,859 

6.772.172 

8,000,000 

8.000.000 

Intrafamily  domestic  cases 

1.846 

1.677 

1.800 

1.800 

Lawsuits  nied/recelved 

1,305 

1.463 

1.500 

1.500 

Opinions  and  memoranda  rendered 

1,750 

1.542 

1,650 

1,650 

Revenue  from  bankruptcy  and  other  litigation 

86,259 

1.148.519 

2,500,000 

2,600.000 

Tax  Judgments  for  the  district  (savings) 

26.289,173 

15,332.829 

17,000.000 

l7,ooii,cm(j 

TSBJ 
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Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (CB) 


Expenditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  (SOOO)                                     | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

Regular  Pa; 

175.9 

247.0 

247.0 

247.0 

8^13 

10.327 

i0.157 

10.302 

Other  Pay 

33.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.125 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

59 

77 

77 

74 

Fringe  BeneflU 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.466 

1.586 

1.549 

1.550 

Total  Personal  Services 

209.4 

247.0 

247.0 

247.0 

10,863 

12.190 

11.783 

11.926 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

64 

65 

65 

63 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

287 

186 

186 

186 

Building  Rent 

482 

0 

0 

0 

Otiier  Services  &  C:iiarges 

1.342 

1.427 

1.427 

1.177 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

456 

424 

331 

240 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

2.631 

2.102 

2.009 

1.666 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

209.4 

247.0 

247.0 

247.0 

13.494 

1432 

13.792 

!  3.592 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  Settlements  and  Judgments  fund  is  established  to  settle  claims  and  lawsuits  and  pay  judgments  in 
all  types  of  tort  cases  entered  against  the  District  Government. 

Agency  Description 

The  Settlements  and  Judgments  fund  is  administered  by  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel. 
Claims  and  lawsuits  are  settled  pursuant  to  D.C.  Law  3-114,  the  District  of  Columbia  Tort  Claims 
Settlement  Authority  Act  of  1980.   This  statute  granted  the  District  of  Columbia  unlimited  settlement 
authority,  within  its  budgetary  restrictions,  thereby  enabling  discretionary  avoidance  of  potentially 
large  and  damaging  judgments.   The  types  of  claims  filed  include:  claims  of  personal  injury,  property 
damage,  false  arrest,  civil  rights  violation,  and  employment  discrimination. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:   The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1 1,000,000  and  0.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $1,000,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $10,000,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  a  decrease 
of  $3,500,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  Settlements  -  A  decrease  of  $1,800,000  in  the  FY  1994  budget  and  a  decrease  of 
$1,200,000  in  the  FY  1995  budget  for  the  settlements  of  claims  and  lawsuits. 

■  Judgments  -  A  decrease  of  $1,700,000  in  the  FY  1994  budget  and  a  decrease  of  $1,300,000 
in  the  FY  1995  budget  for  the  payment  of  judgments. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  funding  provided  requires  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  to  undertake 
increased  risk  management  work  with  District  agencies  which  impact  on  the  fund.    As  required,   the 
Office  will  settle  cases  thereby  avoiding  the  award  of  excessive  and  costly  judgments. 

Impacts:   Decrease  of  funding  for  the  payment  of  settlements  and  judgments  may  hamper  the  ability 
to  settle  cases  thereby  resulting  in  potential  jury  awards  in  excess  of  amounts  which  a  settlement 
would  have  entailed. 
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Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (ZH) 


SUffing  (FTE  Pasitlons) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Judgments 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

18.648 

n_iao 

10.000 

11,000 

ToUl  Af;enc; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

18.648 

n^'ioo 

10.000 

11,000 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

18,648 

13300 

10,000 

11,000 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrlct  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  major  agency  outputs  are  the  number  and  average  payment  for  both  settlements  and  judgments. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (ZH) 


Measures 

FY92 

FV93 

FY94 

FY9S 

Average  Judgment  Payment 

54276 

237.113 

100.000 

100.000 

Average  .Settlement  Payment 

10.803 

10.180 

11.110 

11,110 

Number  of  Judgments 

91 

40 

50 

50 

Number  of  settlements 

1.000 

900 

900 

900 
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Table  III 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (ZH) 


Expenditure  Type 

Sumng  (FTE)                         ] 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY« 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FV95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

0.0 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Non  Personal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  A  Charges 

18,648 

13.500 

10.000 

11.000 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

18.648 

13.500 

10,000 

11.000 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

0.0 

(II) 

(10 

0.0 

IS.648 

13.500 

10,(K»1 

11.(100 

Pubh^alet^nnustic^TI 
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Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Next  we  have  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel 
and  we  have  with  us  the  Corporation  Counsel,  Vanessa  Ruiz.  The 
Corporation  Counsel  is  requesting  $13,592,000  and  247  full-time 
equivalent  positions  for  FY  1995,  which  is  a  decrease  of  $700,000 
below  the  FY  1994  appropriation  level  and  no  change  in  the  num- 
ber of  positions. 

Ms.  Ruiz,  I  have  no  questions  concerning  your  budget.  I  wanted 
to  ask  you  some  questions  about  cases  that  have  been  litigated, 
cases  that  may  be  litigated  and  court  orders  that  may  have  been 
asserted,  so  there  is  really  no  concern  on  my  part  about  the  budget 
itself 

I  assume  Mr.  Walsh  would  want  to  be  in  on  this  discussion,  so 
we  will  stand  in  recess. 

(Recess.) 

BACKGROUND  OF  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

Mr.  Dixon.  On  the  record.  Ms.  Ruiz,  you  joined,  the  Office  in 
1991? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Yes.  I  came  in  as  the  Deputy  Corporation  Counsel  in 
charge  of  the  Legal  Counsel  Division.  I  became  the  principal  Dep- 
uty Corporation  Counsel  in  July  1993  and  succeeded  John  Paj^on. 

Mr.  Dexon.  You  worked  under  John  Payton.  Have  you  worked 
under  the  direction  of  other  Corporation  Counsels? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Only  John  Paj^on.  He  came  in  after  Mayor  Kelly's 
election  and  I  was  recruited  by  him  and  Robert  Mallett,  who  was 
then  in  the  Office  of  Corporation  Counsel. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  the  other  people  who  are  here  with  me. 
Garland  Pinkston,  who  is  the  Principal  Deputy;  Victoria  Syphsix, 
who  is  the  Chief  Management  Officer  for  our  office;  and  Anna 
Blackbume,  who  is  Special  Counsel. 

number  of  positions 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  many  attorneys  do  you  have  on  stafF? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  There  are  194  attorneys.  Total  staff  is  about 

There  are  125  additional  staff,  paralegals,  investigators,  secretar- 
ies and  other  support  staff  like  in  Ms.  Syphax's  Administrative  Of- 
fice. 

I  did  have  a  statement  that 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  will  be  pleased  to  receive  your  statement  for  the 
record. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  VANESSA  RUIZ 

ACTING  CORPORATION  COUNSEL,  D.C. 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  D.C.  APPROPRIATION 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

ON  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  AND  FY  1995  BUDGETS 

FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

AND  SETTLEMENTS  AND  JUDGMENTS  FUND 

MAY  17,  1994 


GOOD  MORNING  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE.  I  AM 
PLEASED  TO  PRESENT  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  AND  PROPOSED  FY  1995  BUDGETS 
FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL  AND  FOR  THE  SETTLEMENTS 
AND  JUDGMENTS  FUND.  WITH  ME  ARE  GARLAND  PINKSTON,  PRINCIPAL  DEPUTY 
CORPORATION  COUNSEL,  AND  VICTORIA  SYPHAX,  CHIEF  MANAGEMENT  OFFICER 
FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  CORPORATION  COUNSEL. 


THE  OFFICE  OF  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 


THE  FY  1994  REVISED  BUDGET  FOR  THE  OFFICE  IS  $13,792,000  AND 
247  POSITIONS,  A  REDUCTION  OF  $500,000  FROM  THE  APPROVED  FY  1994 
BUDGET.  THE  FY  1995  BUDGET  FOR  THE  OFFICE  IS  $13,592,000  AND  247 
FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  POSITIONS,  A  REDUCTION  OF  $200,000  AND  NO 
CHANGE  IN  POSITIONS  FROM  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET  REQUEST. 

AS  YOU  KNOW,  AND  AS  PREVIOUS  CORPORATION  COUNSEL  HAVE 
TESTIFIED  BEFORE  THIS  COMMITTEE,  OUR  OFFICE  HAS  EXTREMELY  BROAD 
LEGAL  RESPONSIBILITIES.  IT  ESSENTIALLY  PERFORMS  ALL  THE  FUNCTIONS 
OF  A  CITY  SOLICITOR'S  OFFICE,  ALL  OF  THE  JUVENILE  FUNCTIONS  OF  A 
STATE'S  ATTORNEY'S  OFFICE,  SOME  ADULT  CRIMINAL  FUNCTIONS,  AND 
VIRTUALLY  ALL  OF  THE  FUNCTIONS  OF  A  STATE  ATTORNEY'S  GENERAL 
OFFICE.  OUR  LAWYERS  REPRESENT  THE  DISTRICT  GOVEFINMENT  AND  ITS 
OFFICIALS  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  AND  FEDERAL  COURT  SYSTEMS, 
INCLUDING  THE  U.S.  SUPREME  COURT,  AND  WE  PROSECUTE  JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS  AND  ADULT  MISDEMEANANTS.  WE  ALSO  REPRESENT  THE  DISTRICT 
IN  A  VARIETY  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEEDINGS  INCLUDING  THOSE 
PERTAINING  TO  PROCUREMENT,  PERSONNEL,  TAX  AND  CONSUMER  PROTECTION 
ISSUES.  LAST,  A  SIGNIFICANT  AMOUNT  OF  OUR  RESOURCES  IS  DEVOTED  TO 
PROVIDING  LEGAL  ADVICE  ON  A  WIDE  SPECTRUM  OF  ISSUES  INCLUDING 
PROPOSED  LEGISLATION,  RULEMAKINGS,  CONTRACTS,  BUSINESS  AND 
PROFESSIONAL  LICENSING  AND  REGULATION,  TAX  MATTERS,  REAL  ESTATE 
TRANSACTIONS,  AND  ISSUES  OF  GOVERNMENT  AUTHORITY.  I  AM  PROUD  OF 
THE  WORK  THAT  OUR  TEAM  OF  LAWYERS,  SECRETARIES,  PARALEGALS,  AND 
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INVESTIGATORS  HAS  PERFORMED  FOR  THE  GOVERNMENT  AND  CITIZENS  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 


I  USED  THE  TERM  "TEAM"  TO  DESCRIBE  OUR  STAFF  BECAUSE,  WITH  THE 
CONSOLIDATION  OF  OUR  STAFF  INTO  3  LOCATIONS,  FROM  THE  10  SCATTERED 
SITES  IN  WHICH  WE  USED  TO  FUNCTION,  I  BELIEVE  THE  OFFICE  IS  NOW 
FUNCTIONING  MORE  AS  A  TEAM  THAN  IT  HAS  IN  RECENT  MEMORY.  ALMOST 
80%  OF  OUR  STAFF  HAS,  SINCE  LAST  SUMMER,  BEEN  RELOCATED  TO  THE 
JUDICIARY  SQUARE  BUILDING;  IN  ADDITION  TO  ALLOWING  US  TO 
CONSOLIDATE  THE  SEVERAL  LIBRARIES  WE  HAD,  AND  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
SHARED  USE  OF  COPIERS,  COMPUTERS  AND  OTHER  RESOURCES,  THE 
CONSOLIDATION  HAS  FOSTERED  A  SENSE  OF  TEAMWORK  THAT  IS  HELPFUL  TO 
ANY  ORGANIZATION.  OUR  MENTAL  HEALTH  DIVISION,  WHICH  SERVES  THE 
MENTAL  HEALTH  COMMISSION  AND  ST.  ELIZABETH'S  HOSPITAL,  HAS  REMAINED 
ON  THE  HOSPITAL  GROUNDS,  BUT  HAS  RECENTLY  MOVED  INTO  RENOVATED 
SPACE.  ONLY  OUR  CRIMINAL  DIVISION  REMAINS  IN  A  DILAPIDATED  WORK 
SETTING,  AT  451  INDIANA  AVENUE,  AND  USING  A  ROTARY  TELEPHONE 
SYSTEM,  BUT  THEIR  PROSPECTS  FOR  RELIEF  IN  THE  NEAR  FUTURE  ARE 
EXCELLENT.  AND,  WITH  THE  SUPPORT  OF  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  COUNCIL,  UP 
TO  THIS  YEAR  WE  HAVE  CONTINUED  TO  UPGRADE  OUR  COMPUTER  AND  COPIER 
EQUIPMENT.  THUS,  ON  THE  WHOLE  THERE  HAVE  BEEN  SIGNIFICANT  AND 
MEANINGFUL  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE  QUALITY  OF  WORK-LIFE  FOR  OUR  STAFF 
OVER  THE  PAST  FEW  YEARS. 


WHEN  JOHN  PAYTON  CAME  BEFORE  YOU  DURING  LAST  YEAR'S  BUDGET 
HEARINGS,  HE  INFORMED  YOU  OF  SIGNIFICANT  REALIGNMENTS  IN  OUR  OFFICE 
THAT  WERE  PLANNED  FOR  FY  1993  AND  FY  1994.  I  AM  PLEASED  TO  INFORM 
YOU  THAT  THOSE  REALIGNMENTS  HAVE  BEEN  COMPLETED.  IN  FY  1993,  WE 
CONSOLIDATED  STAFF  INTO  A  NEW  FAMILY  SERVICES  DIVISION  TO  FOCUS  ON 
THE  MANY  ISSUES  INVOLVING  CHILDREN  AND  FAMILIES  WHICH  COME  BEFORE 
OUR  OFFICE.  WE  HAVE  ALSO  CREATED  A  NEW  ENFORCEMENT  DIVISION  TO 
SHIFT  RESOURCES  AND  FUNCTIONS  TOWARD  AFFIRMATIVE  LITIGATION  IN 
ORDER  TO  AGGRESSIVELY  COLLECT  MONIES  OWED  THE  DISTRICT  AND  ALSO  TO 
PURSUE  MORE  POLICY  DIRECTED  LITIGATION.  IN  FY  1992  REVENUES 
COLLECTED  TOTALED  $4,451,859,  FOR  FY  1993  REVENUES  COLLECTED 
TOTALED  $6,772,172,  IN  FY  1994  WE  ANTICIPATE  COLLECTIONS  OF 
$8,000,000. 


ANOTHER  MAJOR  THRUST  OF  THE  OFFICE  REALIGNMENT  WAS  TO  PROVIDE 
MORE  EFFECTIVE  PROSECUTION  OF  THE  INCREASING  NUMBERS  OF  VIOLENT 
JUVENILE  OFFENDERS;  TO  THAT  END,  ONE  YEAR  AGO,  WE  CREATED  A  MAJOR 
CRIMES  UNIT  WITHIN  THE  CRIMINAL  DIVISION.  WE  HAVE  ALSO  ESTABLISHED 
WITHIN  THAT  DIVISION  A  GOVERNMENT  BENEFITS  FRAUD  SECTION  TO  PROVIDE 
A  MEANINGFUL  DETERRENT  TO  THOSE  WHO  WOULD  STEAL  FROM  THE  PUBLIC 
TREASURY,  WHILE  SUPPLYING  A  MECHANISM  FOR  RECOVERING  SOME  OF  THE 
REVENUE  LOST  TO  THE  TAXPAYERS  AS  A  RESULT  OF  THIS  CRIMINAL 
ACTIVITY.  THIS  SECTION  COMBINES  OUR  WELFARE  AND  MEDICAID  FRAUD 
UNITS;  WE  ARE  ALSO  SEEKING  LEGISLATIVE  AUTHORITY  TO  PROSECUTE 
UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION  FRAUD,  FOOD  STAMP  TRAFFICKING,  AND  PUBLIC 
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HOUSING  FRAUD. 


I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  TAKE  THIS  TIME  TO  ALSO  HIGHLIGHT  SOME  OF  THE 
ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  OFFICE  IN  FY  1993: 


THE  CIVIL  DIVISION  RECEIVED  OVER  1,4  00  NEW  LAWSUITS  IN  FY 
199  3;  IT  SETTLED  APPROXIMATELY  900  CASES,  INCLUDING  99  OF  THE  1,4  00 
PLUS  NEW  CASES  THAT  WERE  FILED  THAT  YEAR;  IN  40  CASES  JUDGMENTS 
WERE  RENDERED  AGAINST  THE  DISTRICT. 


THE  FAMILY  SERVICES  DIVISION  BROUGHT  IN  APPROXIMATELY 
$31,000,000  IN  CHILD  SUPPORT  PAYMENTS  DURING  FY  1993.  AND  THE 
TERRIBLE  TREND  OF  HIGH  AND  INCREASING  NUMBERS  OF  CHILD  ABUSE  AND 
NEGLECT  CASES  CONTINUED  DURING  FY  1993;  IN  FY  1993,  1,376  NEW  CASES 
WERE  REFERRED  FOR  PROSECUTION  BY  THE  10  LAWYERS  ASSIGNED  TO  THIS 
FUNCTION,  COMPARED  TO  1,264  IN  FY  1992,  AND  832  IN  FY  1991. 
THE  ESTIMATE  FOR  THIS  YEAR  ARE  TRULY  STAGGERING.  AT  THE  PRESENT 
RATE,  WE  EXPECT  APPROXIMATELY  2000  NEW  CASES  THIS  YEAR.  JUST  LAST 
WEEK,  WE  UNFORTUNATELY  ACHIEVED  A  NEW  HIGH;  29  CHILDREN  WERE 
REFERRED  TO  OUR  OFFICE  FOR  ABUSE  &  NEGLECT  PROCEEDINGS  IN  A  SINGLE 
DAY. 


THE  LEGAL  COUNSEL  DIVISION  RENDERED  OVER  1,542  LEGAL 
SUFFICIENCY  AND  ADVICE  MEMORANDA  IN  FY  1993,  IN  ADDITION  TO 
REPRESENTING  THE  DISTRICT  IN  282  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEEDINGS  AND 
ADVISING  MEMBERS  OF  THE  DISTRICT'S  REGULATORY  BOARDS  AND 
COMMISSIONS  AT  260  MEETINGS  AND  HEARINGS  CONDUCTED  BY  THOSE 
ENTITIES. 


IN  THE  CRIMINAL  DIVISION,  THE  JUVENILE  SECTION  HANDLED  OVER 
4,300  CASES  LAST  FISCAL  YEAR,  INCLUDING  22  MtJRDER  CHARGES,  24 
ASSAULT  WITH  INTENT  TO  KILL,  5  MANSLAUGHTER  CHARGES,  20  RAPES  AND 
96  ARMED  ROBBERY  CHARGES.  THE  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  SECTION'S  ACTIVITIES 
YIELDED  ALMOST  $800,000  IN  FEES  AND  FINES  IMPOSED  FOR  DRUNK-DRIVING 
AND  OTHER  DRIVING  OFFENSES.  THE  GOVERNMENT  FRAUD  SECTION'S 
PROSECUTION  OF  WELFARE  AND  MEDICAID  FRAUD  RESULTED  IN  2  56 
CONVICTIONS  AND  A  TOTAL  OF  COURT  ORDERED  RESTITUTION  IN  THE  AMOUNT 
OF  OVER  $1.5  MILLION.  THE  SECTION  ALSO  PROSECUTED  OVER  100  CASES 
OF  MINIMUM  WAGE  VIOLATIONS  YIELDING  OVER  $150,000  IN  PAYMENT.  WE 
ARE  WORKING  CLOSELY  WITH  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  FINANCE  AND  REVENUE  TO 
STEP  UP  ENFORCEMENT  OF  TAX  FRAUD  LAWS. 


LASTLY,  THE  MENTAL  HEALTH  DIVISION  FILED  OVER  1,500  NEW 
PETITIONS  FOR  INVOLUNTARY  COMMITMENT  IN  FY  1993,  PARTICIPATED  IN 
145  HEARINGS  ON  PETITIONS  TO  REVOKE  COMMITMENT,  38  HEARINGS  ON 
PROBATE  MATTERS  (I.E.  GUARDIANSHIP  PETITIONS  AND  RELATED  HEARINGS) , 
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72  PETITIONS  SEEKING  THE  RETURN  OF  A  PATIENT  ON  UNAUTHORIZED  LEAVE, 
ALONG  WITH  HANDLING  22  NEW  AND  PENDING  CIVIL  LAWSUITS  AND  30 
PENDING  APPEALS. 


THESE  BRIEF  SUMMARIES  DO  NOT,  OF  COURSE,  FULLY  REFLECT  ALL  OF 
THE  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  DIVISIONS  MENTIONED  AND  DO  NOT  REFLECT  THE 
WORK  OF  ALL  OF  THE  OFFICE.  WE  CONTINUE  TO  REPRESENT  THE  DISTRICT 
IN  COMPLEX  AND  TIME  CONSUMING  LITIGATION  AGAINST  SEVERAL  AGENCIES 
AND  PROGRAMS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  WHICH  SEEK  BROAD-BASED  EQUITABLE 
RELIEF  IN  THE  AREAS  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH  PLACEMENT,  FOSTER  CARE 
REVIEWS,  JUVENILE  DETENTION  AND  PUBLIC  HOUSING.  I  HOPE  YOU  WILL 
AGREE  THAT  THE  LEVEL  OF  ACTIVITY  REFLECTED  IN  THESE  BRIEF  SUMMARIES 
SHOWS  THAT  THE  STAFF  OF  THE  OFFICE  WAS  VERY  PRODUCTIVE  DURING  FY 
1993. 


SETTLEMENTS  AND  JUDGMENTS 


THE  FY  1994  REVISED  BUDGET  FOR  SETTLEMENTS  AND  JUDGMENTS  IS 
$10,000,000,  A  REDUCTION  OF  $3,500,000  FROM  THE  APPROVED  BUDGET  OF 
$13,500,000.  THE  FY  1995  BUDGET  IS  $11,000,000,  AN  INCREASE  OF 
$1,000,000  OVER  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET. 


THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  ON  THE  REVISED  FY 
1994  AND  FY  1995  BUDGETS  FOR  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 
AND  THE  SETTLEMENTS  AND  JUDGMENTS  FUND.  I  WILL  BE  PLEASED  TO 
RESPOND  TO  ANY  QUESTIONS  THAT  YOU  MAY  HAVE. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Bonilla  of  Texas  has  joined  us.  We  have  with  us 
the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel,  and  I  have  indicated  what 
their  budget  is.  And  Ms.  Ruiz,  as  I  have  indicated  to  you,  I  have 
no  questions  concerning  your  budget.  I  would  just  like  to  ask  you 
a  series  of  questions  concerning  areas  under  your  jurisdiction. 

RETIREMENT  BOARD  LAWSUIT 

And  the  first  question  relates  to  the  failure  of  the  District  gov- 
ernment to  provide  the  agreed-upon  amount  to  the  Retirement 
Board.  It  was  my  understanding  from  the  newspapers  that  there 
was  a  lawsuit  contemplated  and  I  am  just  wondering — I  am  not 
asking  you  for  your  opinion  of  the  merits.  Just  what  is  the  status 
of  that  lawsuit?  Has  a  suit  been  filed  and  at  what  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings is  it? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  It  has  been  filed  against  the  District  of  Columbia  by 
the  Retirement  Board  and  there  is  a  hearing  scheduled  on  the  in- 
junctive reHef  requested  on  June  6,  1994.  The  case  is  pending  be- 
fore Judge  Zeldon  in  D.C.  Superior  Court. 

Mr.  DixON.  So  it  is  the  Retirement  Board  that  is  asking  for  in- 
junctive relief? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  is  your  understanding  of  the  law  as  it  relates 
to  who  may  determine  the  amount  of  interest  if  the  District  fails 
to  make  the  required  pajnnents  on  the  due  date? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Let  me  tell  you  what — I  am  not  going  to  comment  on 
the  merits  of  the  pending  case,  but  I  think  it  is  important  to  set 
out  what  our  position  is  in  the  case.  It  is  part  of  a  public  document 
fikd  in  court.  We  agree  that  a  payment  is  owed  to  the  Retirement 
Board.  We  agree  on  the  amount  that  is  owed,  which  is  the  amount 
set  by  the  actuary. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  much  is  that? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  It  is — I  hate  to  give  you  an  imprecise  number  here,  but 
$72  million  a  quarter  I  think  is  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  I  understand  it,  the  total  amount  due  the  pension 
funds  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  $306  million  that  is  supposed  to  be  paid 
in  four  quarterly  installments — in  October  when  the  appropriation 
bill  is  passed;  on  January  1,  April  1,  and  July  1  (D.C.  code,  sec. 
l-724(b).  The  first  payment  of  $76  million  was  made  and  I  believe 
an  additional  payment  of  $40  million  was  made  recently  or  will  be 
made  shortly  for  a  total  of  $116.  That  leaves  a  balance  of  $190  mil- 
lion to  be  paid — $306  million  minus  $116  million. 

The  last  sentence  in  paragraph  2  of  D.C.  Code,  sec.  l-724(b) 
reads: 

"If  the  District  is  late  in  making  an  installment,  the  board  shall 
charge  the  District  daily  interest,  at  a  rate  consonant  with  the 
Board's  fiduciary  duty." 

So,  the  figure  that  is  commonly  used  now  is  $190  million. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  That  would  be  the  cumulative  amount  for  fiscal  year 
1994.  Not  all  of  those  amounts  have  yet  fallen  due  under  the  stat- 
ute. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  The  issue  in  the  case  is  when  a  back  payment  is  due, 
and  if  it  is  paid  late,  what  interest  has  to  be  paid  in  addition  to 
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the  principal  amount,  which  is  the  other  question  you  wanted  to 
address,  which  was  who  sets  the  rate. 

As  you  said,  the  statute  sets  out  that  it  is  to  be  a  rate  consonant 
with  the  Board's  fiduciary  duty.  All  of  these  issues,  I  believe,  are 
before  the  court.  The  Board  will  set  out  what  it  considers  to  be  that 
rate  but  at  the  end  of  the  day  that  is  a  decision  to  be  made  by  the 
court. 

SUMMARY  OF  COURT  MANDATES 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  I  notice  you  shared  with  the  Committee  a  copy 
of  a  memo  dated  May  10,  1994  to  you  from  your  staff  that 
summarzies  29  active  significant  equity  suits  against  the  District. 
We  will  place  a  copy  of  that  memo  in  the  record: 

[The  memo  referred  to  follows:] 
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MCntOKCindUnt  •  Government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 


May  10,    1994 

MEMORANDUM  TO:       Vanessa  Ruiz 

Acting  Corporation  Counsel,  D.C. 

Martin  L.  Grossman  <^»^^-' 
Deputy  Corporation  Counsel,  D.C. 
civil  Division 


FROM: 


SUBJECT:  Active  Significant  Equity  Suits  Against  the 

District 

As  you  know,  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  handles 
well  over  a  thousand  civil  lawsuits  and  two  to  three  thousand 
claims  each  year.   The  active  significant  equity  cases',  though 
small  in  number  (29  matters'  listed  below) ,  are  a 
disproportionately  time-consuming  part  of  our  workload.   The 
following  is  a  list  and  brief  description  of  the  cases  of  this 
type. 

Department  of  Corrections 

Campbell  v.  McGruder.  Civil  Action  No.  1462-71;  Inmates  v. 
Jackson,  Civil  Action  No.  75-1668,  United  States  District  Court 
(Judge  Bryant):   Stipulation  (Consent  Decree)  filed  August  22, 
1985,  imposes  population  cap  of  1,694  on  the  Jail,  requires 
initial  adult  parole  determinations  to  be  made  no  later  than  ten 
days  prior  to  eligibility,  required  increase  to  736  halfway  house 
spaces  by  Sept.  30,  1986  and  contains  several  other  provisions 
relating  to  prison  matters.   Current  Status:  In  April  1993,  the 


A  "significant"  equity  case  is  one  which  attacks  some 
alleged  systemic  problem  in  the  government  or  directly  impacts  on 
government  programs  or  large  numbers  of  people.   The  case  may 
challenge  a  statute  or  regulation,  or  may  demand  a  change  in  some 
agency  practice,  the  implementation  of  which  would  have  broad 
effect.   We  handle  many  equity  cases  which  directly  impact  only 
on  the  individual  plaintiff,  and  these  cases  are  generally  not 
characterized  as  "significant."   The  case  is  "active"  if  either 
liability  or  relief  issues  are  still  being  litigated  or  if 
compliance  issues  continue  to  require  a  substantial  amount  of 
litigation  time  and  effort. 

The  word  "matters"  is  used  because  some  "matters"  include 
more  than  one  case. 
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Court  entered  an  Order  finding  that  defendants  were  in 
substantial  non-compliance  with  the  Court's  orders  and  appointed 
a  Special  Officer  to  monitor  compliance  and  report  on  the  medical 
and  mental  health  services  being  provided  at  the  Jail.   A  mental 
health  and  medical  expert  appointed  by  the  Special  Officer  issued 
reports  which  were  highly  critical  of  the  medical  and  mental 
health  services  at  the  Jail.   The  Special  Officer's  subsequent 
reports  found  defendants  in  non-compliance  and  a  motion  for 
contempt  followed.   On  March  16,  1994,  the  Court  entered  a 
Consent  Order  finding  that  defendants  were  in  contempt  of  the 
Court's  orders.   Furthermore,  the  Order  required  that  a  remedial 
plan  with  time  lines  and  graduated  fines  be  developed  by  the 
Special  Officer  within  120  days. 

John  Doe  v.  District  of  Columbia.  Civil  Action  No.  79-1726, 
U.S.  District  Court  (Judge  June  L.  Green) :  Consent  Decree  entered 
into  in  January  of  1984  governs  conditions  at  the  Maximum 
Security  Facility.   The  Decree  includes  provisions  limiting  the 
population  of  the  institution;  requires  a  specified  complement  of 
correctional  officers;  sets  environmental  standards,  and 
addresses  other  conditions  in  the  institution.   Current  status: 
In  April  1993,  a  Consent  Order  Amendment  was  entered  into  which 
increased  the  required  complement  of  correctional  officers  at  the 
Maximum  Security  Facility.   In  April  1994,  plaintiffs  filed  a 
contempt  motion  alleging  that  defendants  had  not  maintained  the 
required  complement  of  officers.   Defendants  have  filed  an 
opposition  to  that  motion,  and  a  hearing  on  the  matter  is 
scheduled  for  June  6,  1994. 

Twelve  John  Does  v.  District  of  Columbia.  Civil  Action  No. 
80-2136,  U.S.  District  Court  (Judge  June  L.  Green) :  Consent 
Decree  entered  into  in  April  of  1982,  governs  conditions  with  in 
the  Central  Facility.   Provisions  include  a  population  limit 
based  on  a  95  square  foot  standard;  a  specified  correctional 
officer  complement;  environmental  standards  and  inspection 
schedules;  equipment  requirements,  physical  plant  renovation 
schedules;  and,  medical  staffing  requirements.   The  Decree  has 
been  amended  several  times  to  take  into  account  subsequent 
events.   Current  status:  The  most  current  issue  in  this  case 
relates  to  negotiations  over  the  number  of  correctional  officers 
and  the  manner  in  which  they  should  be  deployed.   The  court- 
ordered  staffing  plan  required  that:  officers  be  in  the 
dormitories  24  hours  per  day/  7  days  per  week.   However,  in  order 
to  achieve  this  goal,  additional  officers  need  to  be  added  to  the 
complement.   Plaintiffs  contend  that  the  facility  has  been 
chronically  understaffed  and  unless  agreement  can  be  reached  on  a 
new  staffing  plan,  they  will  seek  fines  under  an  existing  order 
which  imposes  daily  fines  for  each  officer  below  the  required 
complement.   Efforts  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  June  1992 
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Consent  Order  are  also  on-going. 

Inmates  of  Occoquan  v.  Barry.  Civil  Action  No.  86-2128,  U.S. 
District  Court  (Judge  June  L.  Green) :   Order  entered  following 
trial,  in  December  1986,  set  population  limit  of  1,281  on 
Occoquan  institutions  and  directed  correction  of  environmental 
deficiencies.   The  decision  was  reversed  on  appeal  and  case  was 
re-tried.   The  population  was  subsequently  capped  at  1767  pending 
renovations  (which  are  in  progress) .   Also  new  orders  were 
entered  from  December  of  1989  through  March  of  1990  requiring 
provision  of  specified  services  in  the  areas  of  medical  and 
mental  health  care,  environmental  conditions,  security,  and  fire 
safety.   Current  status:  Monitoring  of  the  court's  orders  is  on- 
going and  the  last  inspection  by  plaintiffs'  health  care  expert 
noted  continued  improvements  in  the  delivery  of  health  care  at 
this  facility. 

Inmates  of  Modular  Facility  v.  District  of  Columbia.  Civil 
Action  No.  90-0727,  U.S.  District  Court  (Judge  June  L.  Green): 
Consent  Decree  was  signed  and  approved  by  the  court  at  mid-trial 
in  December  of  1990.   The  Consent  Decree  provides  for  a  popula- 
tion cap,  repair  of  facilities,  installation  of  equipment,  and 
provision  of  services  similar  to  those  required  in  the  Inmates  of 
Occoquan  case.   Previous  contempt  citation  for  failure  to  comply 
with  decree  provisions  related  to  specialty  clinics  at  D.C. 
General  Hospital  resulted  in  imposition  of  fines.   Current 
status:   Fines  were  recently  imposed  for  defendants  failure  to 
get  inmates  to  specialty  clinics  in  a  timely  manner.   There  have 
been  relatively  few  other  compliance  problems  in  this  case. 

Green  v.  D.C.  Civil  Action  No.  90-0793.   Class  action  on 
behalf  of  all  D.C.  prisoners  confined  in  out-of-state  prison 
facilities  under  contract  with  the  District.   Order  requires  that 
law  library  materials,  photocopying  and  notary  services  be 
provided.   Claims  regarding  medical  procedures  and  educational 
programs  are  on  appeal.   Settlement  was  reached  which  left 
standing  the  dismissal  of  plaintiffs'  educational  claims,  created 
a  Department  procedure  relating  to  the  provision  of  medical 
services  to  inmates  in  contract  facilities  and  shortened  the  list 
of  required  law  library  materials.   The  proposed  settlement  must 
still  be  approved  by  the  Court  and  a  fairness  hearing  has  yet  to 
be  scheduled. 

Womens  Prisoners  of  the  D.C.  Dep't  of  Corr.  v.  District  of 
Columbia.   Civil  Action  No.   92-2052  (JLG) :   Plaintiffs  challenge 
the  adequacy  of  medical  and  educational  services  and  programs 
provided  to  women  prisoners  and  the  adequacy  of  the  environments 
in  which  they  are  housed.   Plaintiffs  also  complain  that  women 
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are  subjected  to  sexual  abuse  and  harassment.   Trial  in  this 
matter  is  scheduled  for  June  13,  1994. 

Inmates  of  Three  Lorton  Facilities  v.  D.C.;   Inmates  at  the 
Medium,  Minimum  and  Youth  Center  facilities  challenge  the 
constitutionality  of  medical,  dental  and  psychiatric  services 
available  at  these  institutions. 


Fire  Department 

Hammon  v.  Barry.  Civil  Action  No.  84-0903,  U.S.  District 
Court  (Judge  Richey)  :   Class  action  employment  discrimination 
case  brought  by'  a  group  of  Black  firefighters  challenging  the 
D.C.  Fire  Department's  policies  regarding  Affirmative  Action  and 
hiring  and  promotion  in  the  Department.    Consolidated  cases 
filed  by  white  fire-fighters  and  the  United  States,  Byrne  v. 
Coleman.  C.A.  No.  85-0782  and  United  States  v.  District  of 
Columbia.  C.A.  No.  85-0797,  involve  the  same  issues.   After  a 
long  and  complex  legal  history,  these  cases  settled  pursuant  to 
an  agreement  reached  in  August  of  1990,  and  embodied  in  a  Court 
Order  entered  in  November  of  1990,  after  a  "fairness  hearing"  for 
the  Class.   Pursuant  to  the  Order,  a  $3.5  million  payment  was 
made  into  the  custody  of  a  Special  Master,  to  be  distributed  to 
qualifying  members  of  the  Hammon  Class.   Attorneys  fees  were  also 
paid  into  a  fund  controlled  by  the  Special  Master.   Current 
status:   Distribution  of  the  settlement  fund  by  the  Special 
Master  was  long  delayed  by  repeated  appeals  inexplicably  filed  by 
counsel  for  the  plaintiffs.   However,  the  Special  Master  has  now 
distributed  3.4  of  the  3.5  million  dollar  settlement  fund  to  the 
Hammon  plaintiffs.   The  Special  Master  has  also  made 
recommendations  regarding  the  distribution  of  the  remaining 
$100,000.00  which  was  set  aside  in  a  "special  fund".   In 
addition,  the  Special  Master  recommended  distribution  of  the 
interest  which  had  accumulated  on  the  settlement  fund  to  the 
Hammon  plaintiffs,  minus  any  unpaid  costs  and  fees  for  his 
services.   These  recommendations  were  adopted  by  the  District 
Court.   The  Hammon  plaintiffs  have  appealed  the  District  Court's 
decision  adopting  the  recommendations  of  the  Special  Master  to 
the  D.C.  Circuit.   The  parties'  counsel  (both  the  Hammon  and 
Bvrne  plaintiffs)  have  each  received  interim  attorney's  fees  of 
$150,000.00,  as  provided  in  the  settlement  agreement.   The 
District  has  appealed  from  the  Court's  decision  regarding  the 
final  fees  for  the  Byrne  plaintiffs.   The  Hammon  plaintiffs  have 
failed  to  file  a  final  fee  petition. 

Rudder  v.  District  of  Columbia.  C.A.  No.  92-2881   U.S. 
District  Court  (Judge  Charles  R.  Richey) :   The  Rudder  plaintiffs 
are  challenging  the  lawfulness  of  the  Fire  Department's 
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promotional  examinations  in  1991.   This  case  is  somewhat 
different  from  the  related  Allen  case  which  challenged  the  1990 
promotional  examinations.   The  1990  and  1991  promotional 
examinations  were  required  under  the  terms  of  the  Hammon 
settlement  agreement.    Following  a  bench  trial,  the  District 
prevailed  in  Allen.   The  Allen  case  is  now  on  appeal.   Since  many 
of  the  issues  in  Rudder  related  to  the  Allen  appeal,  the  Court 
stayed  discovery  pending  a  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  on 
whether  the  1991  Civil  Rights  amendments  to  Title  VII  are 
retroactive  and  apply  to  pre-amendment  conduct.   Under  this 
scenario,  plaintiffs  in  Allen  contended  that  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  jury  trial  and  compensatory  damages.   Prior  to  the 
1991  amendments,  under  Title  VII  a  successful  plaintiff  was  only 
entitled  to  equitable  make-whole  relief  (e.g.,  back  pay, 
reinstatement,  promotion)  and  not  pain  and  suffering  compensatory 
damages.   Moreover,  the  case  was  tried  by  the  Court  and  not  a 
jury.   The  Supreme  Court  has  recently  ruled  in  the  Landsaraf 
decision  that  the  1991  amendments  are  not  retroactive.     As 
such,  the  Allen  appeal  will  not  be  successful  on  this  issue. 
Moreover,  the  District  Court  can  now  proceed  to  trial  on  the 
Rudder  complaint  in  a  bench  trial  with  plaintiffs'  relief  limited 
to  equitable  relief.   However,  because  of  the  preclusive  effect 
of  the  District  Court's  earlier  decision  in  Allen,  the  defendant 
filed  a  motion  for  summary  judgment  in  the  Rudder  case.   Thus, 
the  case  may  not  be  tried  at  all  but  rather  decided  on  the 
District's  pending  motion  for  summary  judgment. 


Department  of  Human  Services 

Wellington  v.  D.C. .  Civil  Action  No.  93-452  (JHG)  is  a  class 
action  on  behalf  of  D.C.  Medicaid  beneficiaries  seeking 
injunctive  and  declaratory  relief  based  on  alleged  non-compliance 
by  DHS  with  statutory  and  regulatory  provisions,  chiefly 
timeliness  of  processing  applications.   Plaintiffs  also  seek 
payment  of  lost  benefits.   Current  status:   The  District's  motion 
to  dismiss  was  denied  in  most  respects  in  March,  1994; 
plaintiff's  motion  for  class  certification  is  pending  and 
responses  to  plaintiff's  extensive  written  discovery  is  due  in 
early  June,  1994. 

D.C.  Hospital  Association  v.  D.C.  C.A.  NO.  90-2440  (Judge 
Sporkin)  is  a  lawsuit  brought  by  the  Association  and  twelve  D.C. 
Hospitals  challenging  the  manner  in  which  the  District  calculates 
and  processes  its  Medicaid  reimbursements  for  hospital  care. 
Current  status:    Plaintiffs  have  recently  moved  to  enforce  the 
court  approved  settlement,  which  covers  the  calculation  and 
processing  of  Medicaid  payments  owed. 
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D.C.  Hospital  Association  v.  D.C..  Civil  Action  No.  94-0926, 
challenges  emergency  regulations  issued  on  April,  1,  1994,  for 
the  D.C.  Medicaid  Managed  Care  Program.   Plaintiffs  claim  that 
the  regulations  were  issued  without  notice  or  opportunity  for 
comment,  and  were  in  violation  of  the  Medicaid  statute  and 
regulations,  the  D.C.  Administrative  Procedures  Act,  and  the  D.C. 
legislation  implementing  the  managed  care  program.   The  complaint 
was  recently  filed,  and  we  are  now  determining  how  to  respond. 

Lashawn  A.  v.  Barrv.  Civil  Action  No.  89-1754,  Judge  Hogan. 
Class  action  on  behalf  of  foster  children  asserting  claims  under 
federal  law.  Adoption  Assistance  and  Child  Welfare  Act  of  1980; 
Child  Abuse  Prevention  Act,  various  constitutional  provisions, 
and  D.C.  law  (Youth  Residential  Facility  Licensure  Act  of  1986)  . 
A  consent  decree  was  entered  in  1991  that  reserved  the  District's 
right  to  contest  the  action  in  the  vent  of  a  change  in  the  law. 
Following  a  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Artist  M.  holding 
that  no  private  right  of  action  could  be  maintained  under  the 
federal  law,  a  motion  to  vacate  the  decree  was  filed.   Motion  to 
vacate  the  decree  was  denied.   On  appeal,  the  entry  of  the  decree 
was  affirmed  on  local  law  grounds,  only  and  the  case  was  remanded 
to  conform  the  decree  to  local  law  requirements.   A  revised 
decree  was  entered  over  objections  that  certain  provisions  could 
not  be  based  upon  local  law,  and  an  appeal  was  noted.   Plaintiffs 
had  also  filed  motions  for  attorneys'  fees,  contempt  and 
appointment  of  a  special  master.   Those  motions  are  presently 
pending. 

Jerry  M.  v.  District  of  Columbia. Civil  Action  No.  1519-85 
This  is  the  class  action  case  in  which  a  consent  decree  was 
entered  governing  the  conditions  of  confinement  of  juvenile 
offenders.   Plaintiffs  have  filed  several  motions  for  contempt 
and  have  been  successful  in  several.   Fines  have  been  imposed  and 
paid  by  DHS.   Current  status:  continued  litigation  of  contempt 
motions  and  motions  seeking  court  ordered  enforcement  of  the 
consent  decree.   The  Court  recently  issued  Order  "Q",  ordering 
further  fines  if  population  limits  are  not  met. 

Ouattlebaum  v.  Dixon.  CA  No.  8207-91,  challenged  D.C. 
legislation  which  rolled  back  and  temporarily  suspended  increases 
in  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children.   Plaintiffs  had 
raised  Due  Process  and  other  procedural  challenges.   Superior 
Court  Judge  Wertheim  granted  the  District's  motion  for  summary 
judgment,  and  that  ruling  has  been  appealed  by  plaintiffs  to  the 
D.C.  Court  of  Appeals. 

■Washington  Legal  Clinic  v.  Kellv.   Civil  Action  No's.  92- 
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1894,  and  93-691.   Class  action  on  behalf  of  advocates  for 
homeless  families  applying  for  shelter  challenging  restricted 
access  by  Washington  Legal  Clinic  staff  within  the  homeless 
family  intake  center.   The  original  complaint  was  dismissed 
without  prejudice,  based  upon  an  informal  agreement  providing 
access.   The  informal  agreement  expired  and  in  the  absence  of  a 
new  agreement,  plaintiffs  have  filed  a  new  complaint,  in  excess 
of  250  paragraphs,  alleging  several  theories  of  liability, 
including  denial  of  First  Amendment  rights.   The  defendants' 
motion  to  dismiss  was  granted,  in  part,  and  denied,  in  part.   In 
a  significant  ruling  for  the  District,  the  District  Court  found 
that  the  mere  receipt  of  funds  by  the  District  for  its  emergency 
shelter  program  did  not  create  a  private  right  of  action  under  42 
U.S.C.  S  1983,   Thus,  the  requirements  of  the  program  could  only 
be  enforced  by  'the  federal  government  itself.   The  District  will 
file  a  motion  for  summary  judgment  on  the  remaining  claims. 

Dixon  V.  Bowen.  Civil  Action  No.  74-285,  U.S.  District  Court 
(Judge  Robinson)  -  Decree  governs  out-placement  of  patients  at 
St.  Elizabeth's  Hospital,  including  a  framework  for  support 
services  and  certain  standards.   In  1987  the  Court  accepted  an 
agreement  of  the  parties  which  required  the  District  to  meet 
certain  objectives  by  specified  dates.   The  Dixon  decree  issues 
were  swept  up  into  the  transition  and  takeover  of  St.  Elizabeth's 
by  the  District,  including  the  comprehensive  mental  health  system 
implemented  along  with  that  takeover.   However,  the  District's 
obligation  to  comply  with  the  Dixon  decree  remains  intact. 
Current  status:  in  May  of  1993,  plaintiffs'  motion  for  contempt 
was  denied.   However,  a  special  master  was  appointed  for  a  period 
of  one  year.   Presently  pending  are  plaintiffs'  motions  to 
implement  recommendations  of  the  special  master  and  to  extend  the 
master's  term. 

Joy  Evans  v.  Walter  Washington.  Civil  Action  No.  76-0293, 
U.S.  District  Court  (Judge  Pratt),  Consent  Decree  entered  in  1978 
provides  for  out-placement  and  habilitation  of  retarded  residents 
of  Forest  Haven,  and  imposes  requirements  on  care  and  treatment 
of  all  residents  of  that  institution.   It  also  provided  for 
eventual  closing  of  Forest  Haven.   Under  the  decree,  the  District 
was  required  to  out-place  100  residents  per  year.   Judge  Pratt 
found  DHS  in  contempt  for  failing  to  make  the  required  community 
outplacements  from  Forest  Haven,  but  instead  of  imposing 
immediate  daily  fines  as  had  been  requested  by  plaintiffs  and  the 
United  States,  he  set  up  a  reasonable  schedule  for  compliance. 
DHS  complied  with  the  schedule  and  Forest  Haven  was  closed.   DHS 
has  requested  that  we  renew  our  efforts  to  terminate  the  decree 
based  upon  full  compliance. 
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Veronica  Franklin  v.  Barry.  Civil  Action  No.  90-3124,  U.S. 
District  Court  (Judge  Sporkin) :   Class  Action  lawsuit  filed  in 
December  of  1990  concerning  the  manner  in  which  food  stamp 
applications  are  processed  by  DHS.   Settlement  agreement  was 
entered  into.   Compliance  issues  arose  and  we  are  currently 
attempting  to  resolve  contempt  allegations  by  negotiating  an 
extension  of  the  agreement.   In  the  renewed  settlement 
discussions,  plaintiffs  have  placed  more  emphasis  on  the 
recertif ication  process  (manner  in  which  ongoing  benefits  are 
continued)  and  less  emphasis  on  the  intake  process  for  initial 
applications. 

Bivens  Little  v.  Barry.   Class  action  lawsuit  challenging 
termination  of  incapacitated  persons  from  the  General  Public 
Assistance  Program.   Judge  Long  ordered  the  District  to  restore 
plaintiffs'  benefits  retroactively  and  the  District  has  appealed. 
Discovery  and  litigation  continue  on  enforcement  and  permanent 
injunction  issues.   A  stay  as  to  payment  of  retroactive  benefits 
was  obtained,  pending  disposition  of  the  District's  appeal. 

Feeling  v.  District  of  Columbia.  Civil  Action  No.  82-2994, 
U.S.  District  Court,  (Judge  Pratt) ,  Decree  in  class  action  suit 
governs  processing  of  Emergency  Assistance  Payments.   Consent 
Decree  was  entered  several  years  ago  which  establishes  processing 
requirements,  notification  to  clients  of  rights  and  accuracy  of 
payments.   Plaintiffs  alleged  that  there  is  non-compliance,  which 
is  confirmed  by  a  preliminary  D.H.S.  study  of  December,  1986 
cases  which  shows  non-compliance.   On  March  2,  1993,  Judge  Pratt 
found  DHS  in  contempt  for  failing  to  comply  with  the  eight  day 
processing  requirement  and  provided  a  ninety  day  period  to  come 
into  compliance  and  avoid  sanctions.   However,  the  Court  later 
vacated  the  contempt  finding  based  on  a  change  in  local  law 
giving  the  Department  of  Human  Services  twelve  days  (rather  than 
eight)  in  which  to  issue  emergency  assistance  benefits. 
Nevertheless,  the  Court  has  refused  to  vacate  the  consent  decree. 
The  District  has  appealed  the  Court's  decision  to  not  vacate  the 
consent  decree. 


United  States  v.  District  of  Columbia  (SEH  Boilerplant  Case) 
The  United  States  filed  an  environmental  action  against  the 
District  for  air  quality  violations  at  the  boilerplant  at  Saint 
Elizabeths  Hospital.   In  their  proposed  consent  decree,  they  seek 
$655,000  in  penalties  for  past  violations  of  the  District's 
visible  emissions  standard,  the  establishment  of  interim 
construction  deadlines  leading  to  demonstration  of  compliance, 
and  stipulated  penalties  for  failure  to  meet  those  deadlines. 
We  have  counterclaimed,  seeking  financial  participation  in 
penalties  and  renovation  costs  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  which,  as  the  present  owner  of  rhe  boilerplant 
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and  the  pre-1987  owner  and  operator,  shares  responsibility  for 
the  condition  of  the  plant.   Litigation  is  ongoing. 

Russell  Newman,  et  al  v.  Kelly  and  D.C. .  C.A.  No  93-0994 
(Judge  Richey) :   This  case  was  brought  by  the  Legal  Counsel  for 
the  Elderly  challenging  the  District's  alleged  failure  to  bring 
its  nursing  care  regulations  into  compliance  with  federal 
regulations.   The  federal  regulations  have  eliminated  the 
distinction  between  skilled  care  and  intermediate  care,  a 
distinction  which  plaintiffs  claim  has  lead  to  the  elderly  not 
receiving  care  directed  to  their  actual  needs.   Judgment  has  been 
entered  in  favor  of  plaintiffs,  but  negotiations  are  underway  to 
permit  some  nursing  home  facilities  additional  time  to  come  into 
compliance  with' federal  standards  which  have  been  adopted  by  the 
District. 


Alma  Streicher  v.  Williams.  C.A.  No.  SP-83-1598  (Harriett 
Taylor)  Challenge  to  indefinite  commitments  to  Saint  Elizabeths 
Hospital  for  psychiatric  treatment  pursuant  to  the  D.C. 
Hospitalization  of  the  Mentally  111  Act,  D.C.  Code  §  21-501  et 
seq.  (i.e.,  the  "Ervin  Act").   The  case  was  remanded  to  Superior 
Court,  and  the  District  was  granted  summary  judgment  on  one  count 
(upholding  the  facial  validity  of  commitment  statute) .   All 
patients  in  the  class  (those  committed  for  more  than  six  months 
who  had  not  been  judicially  reviewed  within  six  months)  have  been 
reviewed  and  either  recommitted  or  discharged.   Trial  is 
scheduled  for  this  summer  on  whether  the  statute  has  been 
unlawfully  applied. 

Board  of  Education 

Parents  United  for  the  D.C.  Public  Schools  v.  D.C.  C.A.  No. 
92-03475  (Judge  Christian) :  This  case  was  brought  by  "Parents 
United"  to  compel  the  District  to  remedy  fire  and  building  code 
violations  in  D.C.  public  schools.   The  case  is  presently  in 
trial. 


Public  Works 

United  states  v.  District  of  Columbia.  Civil  Action  No.  84- 
2847,  U.S.  District  Court  Consent  Decree  entered  in  1984  with 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  governing  compliance  with 
water  quality  standards  at  Blue  Plains  Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant.   There  have  been  some  problems  with  compliance  with 
several  provisions  of  the  Decree,  and  the  EPA  has  sought  to 
impose  millions  of  dollars  in  fines.   Pursuant  to  the  Consent 
Decree,  the  District  sought  waivers  of  the  penalties.   Instead  of 
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responding  to  the  formal  waiver  requests  made  over  a  two  year 
period,  the  EPA  filed  motions  for  contempt  which  are  currently 
pending.   The  District  has  argued  strongly  that  no  penalties  are 
owed  because  the  incidents  of  non-compliance  were  either  de 
minimis  or  due  to  circumstances  beyond  the  District's  control. 
The  United  States  filed  a  new  lawsuit  concerning  the  operation  of 
the  Blue  Plains  facility.  United  States  v.  District  of  Columbia. 
C.A.  No.  90-1643.   That  case  takes  the  District  to  task  for 
ongoing  violations  of  its  permit.   Current  status:  The  court  has 
denied  our  jurisdictional  challenge  in  the  old  lawsuit.  United 
States  V.  District  of  Columbia.  C.A.  No. 84-2847,  but  has  not  yet 
decided  a  motion  filed  by  the  United  States  for  partial  summary 
judgment.   Settlement  discussions  between  the  District  and  the 
United  States  have  been  ongoing  for  over  two  years. 

Public  Housing 

Pearson  v.  Kelly.  Civil  Action  No.  92-14030.   Class  action 
case  brought  on  behalf  of  those  awaiting  public  housing. 
Plaintiffs  claim  that  the  failure  of  the  Department  of  Public  and 
Assisted  Housing  to  timely  repair  vacant  public  housing 
constitutes  a  "constructive  demolition"  of  the  housing  in 
violation  of  federal  statute.   Plaintiffs  are  seeking  broad 
injunctive  relief,  including  appointment  of  a  Special  Master  to 
assure  repair  of  vacant  public  housing.   The  head  of  DPAH  was 
removed  by  the  Mayor,  and  an  order  issued  by  the  Superior  Court 
enjoining  his  firing  was  stayed  by  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals.   A 
Special  Master  appointed  by  the  Court  to  investigate  the  housing 
situation  has  issued  his  report,  and  a  hearing  is  scheduled  for 
May  24,  1994. 

Department  of  Consumer  and  Regulatory  Affairs  -  Zoning 

United  States  v.  District  of  Columbia   (i.e.,  Oxford  House) 
was  an  administrative  proceeding  initiated  at  HUD  wherein 
petitioners  allege  that  the  District's  zoning  regulations  violate 
the  Fair  Housing  Act  in  their  application  of  the  definition  of  a 
"family"  to  a  group  home  living  arrangement  for  recovering 
alcoholics.   The  argument  is  that  the  definition,  which  limits  to 
six  the  number  of  unrelated  individuals  that  can  live  together  in 
a  single  family  dwelling,  violates  their  rights  under  the  Act  by 
unreasonably  restricting  their  housing  options.   HUD  found 
probable  cause  to  believe  that  discrimination  occurs  because  the 
District  did  not  attempt  to  accommodate  plaintiffs  by  excepting 
them  from  the  limitation.   DOJ  filed  suit  based  upon  HUD's 
finding  of  probable  cause  re  discrimination.   Mediation  was 
unsuccessful;  discovery  is  proceeding;  trial  is  set  for  June, 
1995. 

MLG- 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS — COURT  ORDERS 

Mr.  Dkon.  Okay.  As  it  relates  to  the  Department  of  Corrections 
and  cases  that  have  already  been  adjudicated  or  some  agreement 
has  been  reached  under  the  auspices  of  the  court,  can  you  tell  me 
how  many  there  are  and  what  they  specifically  do? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Department  of  Corrections  cases,  we  have  six  cases 
which  involve  court  order  cases.  Most  of  these  cases  involve  issues 
of  the  number  of  inmates  that  may  be  at  any  particular  institution. 
Some  of  the  other  cases  also  address  other  issues. 

For  example,  what  environmental  standards  apply  in  a  particu- 
lar institution — ^you  know,  conditions  of  imprisonment  as  opposed 
to  just  absolute  numbers  in  each  institution.  I  mean,  I  can  give  you 
a  more  detailed — 

COURT  monitors/corrections 

Mr.  Dkon.  Are  there  cases  where  a  Master  or  someone  has  been 
appointed  to  oversee  implementation  of  a  particular  process  at  the 
Department  of  Corrections  that  is  costing  some  money 

Ms.  Ruiz.  There  is  no  Master  in  any  of  these  cases.  There  is  a 
monitor  who  has  been  appointed  by  the  court. 

Mr.  Dixon.  For  all  the  cases? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  I  don't  think  it  is  for  all  of  the  cases,  but  for  some  of 
the  cases.  I  can  tell  you  that  the  fees  for  the  monitor  in  fiscal  year 
1993  were  $300,000,  and  for  fiscal  year  1994,  we  estimate 
$400,000.  In  addition  to  that,  we  have  had  to  pay  attorneys  fees 
in  a  number  of  these  cases. 

ATTORNEY  FEES/CORRECTIONS 

For  example,  in  one  of  the  cases,  Campbell  v.  McGruder,  there 
is  $420,000  in  attorneys  fees  paid  in  fiscal  year  1993.  Fiscal  year 
1994,  there  is  $37,500  in  one  case,  almost  $39,000  in  another  case, 
$77,000  in  a  third  case,  and  an  additional  $221,000  in  Campbell  v. 
McGruder. 

Mr.  Dixon.  These  are  judgments? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Those  were  attorneys  fees  that  we  paid  to  the  attor- 
neys who  brought  the  lawsuits.  In  addition  to  that,  of  course,  is  the 
other  issue  of  how  much  would  it  actually  cost  the  District  Govern- 
ment to  bring  itself  fully  into  compUance  with  these  court  orders, 
and  that  is  a  very  difficult  question  to  answer.  It  may  well  be  an 
impossible  question  to  answer  because  if  you  are  talking,  for  exam- 
ple, in  the — as  concerns  overpopulation  in  relation  to  the  numbers 
that  have  been  set,  and  assuming  that  an  alternative  is  not  to  in- 
carcerate people  who  have  been  convicted  of  crimes,  then  we  are 
talking  about  building  additional  prison  facihties  and  here  we  are 
talking  about  very  large  sums  of  money. 


HUMAN  SERVICES  "MASTER 


Mr.  Dixon.  What  cases  do  you  have  involving  the  Department  of 
Human  Services  where  a  Master  has  been  appointed  by  the  court? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  In  the  Dixon  case,  which  involves  the  Commission  on 
Mental  Health,  there  is  a  Master  who  has  been  appointed. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Is  that  related  to  St.  Elizabeth's? 
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Ms.  Ruiz.  Related  to  St.  Elizabeth's,  specifically,  it  is  related  to 
out-placement  of  committed  patients;  in  other  words,  placement  in 
the  community  of  persons  who  have  mental  illnesses,  as  well  as 
support  services,  so  that  people  can  in  fact  operate  out  in  the  com- 
munity as  opposed  to  in  an  institutionalized  setting. 

ATTORNEY  FEES/ST.  ELIZABETH'S 

There  we  paid  in  fiscal  year  1993,  $207,000  to  the  Special  Master 
and  we  are  estimating  for  this  fiscal  year  between  $250,000  and 
$300,000.  In  addition,  there  is  something  called  a  Dixon  Monitoring 
Committee,  and  that  entity  received  about  $130,000  from  the  Dis- 
trict. Then  there  are  also  attorneys  fees,  $115,000,  paid  in  1993. 
Those  fees  are  accruing  because  the  litigation  is  continuing.  I 
mean,  that  is  a  continuing  burden. 

FIRE  DEPARTMENT  LITIGATION 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  I  recall,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  litigation  on  Fire 
Department  employment.  Are  any  of  those  cases  still  pending  or 
have  they  all  been  adjudicated? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  The  Fire  Department  case  is  one  of  the  ones  that,  of 
course,  has  received  the  most  publicity,  partly  because  it  seems  to 
have  been  around  for  rather  a  long  time,  Hammond  versus  Barrett. 
As  far  as  the  monies  owed  to  the  plaintiffs  in  that  case  are  con- 
cerned, those  have  all  been  paid  by  the  District. 

Mr.  Dexon.  To  a  Master,  as  I  recall. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Yes,  well,  they  were  paid  to  a  fund  to  be  distributed 
by  a  Master.  But  it  is  not  for  the  Master  but  for  distribution  to  the 
plaintiffs.  Most  of  the  monies  have  been  distributed.  There  is  a  cer- 
tain amount  that  has  yet  to  be  distributed  but  that  is  not  some- 
thing under  our  control. 

What  is  pending  in  that  case  is,  again,  the  issue  of  attorney  fees 
and  the  plaintiffs  have  not  yet  filed  their  final  fee  petition.  So  that 
is  the  only  item  that  is  outstanding  that  would  require  further  ex- 
penditures of  District  monies.  There  are  two  other  cases  involving 
the  Fire  Department,  and  they  have  to  do  with  the  promotional  ex- 
aminations that  are  given  by  the  Fire  Department,  which  were 
themselves  the  result  of  the  Hammond  case,  and  those  have  been 
challenged. 

We  prevailed  in  one  of  the  cases,  Allen,  and  that  case  is  now  on 
appeal.  Many  of  the  issues  in  the  other  case  are  related  to  the 
Allen  appeal,  and  that  other  case  has  been  stayed  pending  a  deci- 
sion on  the  Broader  case. 

D.C.  GENERAL  HOSPITAL  LITIGATION 

Mr.  DixON.  Are  there  cases  or  a  class  action  involving  D.C.  Gen- 
eral Hospital? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  class  action  or  equitable  relief 
type  cases  against  D.C.  (Jeneral.  We  do  receive  cases  against  D.C. 
General.  They  tend  to  be  cases  brought  by  individuals. 

Mr.  Dixon.  There  is  no  group  here  that  is  suing  about  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  hospital? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Not  specifically  D.C.  General. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  believe  your  settlements  and  judgments 
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JERRY  M./JUVENILE  DETENTION  CASE 

Ms.  Ruiz.  There  are  other  cases  we  haven't  addressed  which  also 
refer  to  human  services.  There  is  Jerry  M.  which  involves  primarily 
the  Youth  Services  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Human 
Services,  and  in  that  case  which  is  brought  under  D.C.  law,  the 
issue  involves  detention  facilities  for  juveniles.  Again,  the  issue  has 
to  do  with  how  many  juveniles  are  in  these  detention  facilities. 

And  there  are  fines  assessed  that  have  been  assessed  against  the 
District  in  connection  with  that  case  for,  in  essence,  exceeding  the 
numbers  of  the  facilities.  And  in  calendar  year  1993,  we  incurred 
fines  of  $633,000.  We  have  incurred  this  year  approximately 
$127,000.  There  is  a  monitor  in  the  Jerry  M.  case  and  we  paid 
slightly  over  $200,000  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  in  fiscal  year  1994, 
through  March  of  this  year,  we  have  paid  $170,000. 

LASHAWN  A./FOSTER  CARE  CASE 

There  is  another  case  involving  the  Department  of  Human  Serv- 
ices, Commission  on  Social  Services.  This  case  is  from  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Division,  Lashawn  A.,  having  to  do  with  foster 
care  placement. 

There  was  a  requirement  that  the  District  hire  an  additional 
number  of  social  workers  to  handle  the  high  number  of  foster  care 
placements  that  are  required.  These  are  cases  in  which  we  are  very 
involved  not  only  in  terms  of  defending  the  District  in  the  class  ac- 
tion case,  but  we  are  involved  as  part  of  our  day-to-day  activities 
because  it  is  our  lawyers  who  go  into  court  whenever  there  are 
child  abuse  and  neglect  proceedings  in  the  District,  and  the  num- 
bers here  are  staggering  and  overwhelming  our  resources  and  I  be- 
lieve the  court's  resources. 

We  are  trying  to  work  with  the  courts  to  handle  the  cases.  Our 
estimates  for  this  year  is  that  child  abuse  and  neglect  cases  might 
be  2,000  this  year.  Last  week  we  unfortunately  reached  a  new 
high,  27  cases  in  one  day.  This  is  just  terrible.  These  cases  high- 
light the  pressures  and  the  demand  on  the  District  government 
placed  by  £in  increasingly  needy  and  distressed  population. 

[The  following  regarding  the  LaShawn  A.  case  was  supplied  for 
the  record:] 
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(gouernment  of  tlie  Biatrict  of  (Eolumbia 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION  COUNSEL 

JUOlCIAHr  lOUAHC 

441   rOUMTH   ST     NW 

WASHINGTON    O    C      20001 


IN  HCFl"  utrcd  TO 


June  z9r^99^ 


The  Honorable  Julian  Dixon 

Chairman 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  the 

District  of  Columbia 
H301,  The  Capitol 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Dixon: 

The  various  court  decrees  to  which  the  District  is  subject 
have  become  a  topic  of  discussion  In  Congress  in  connection  with 
ongoing  consideration  of  the  District's  appropriation  and  federal 
payment.  Particular  attention  has  been  focused  on  the  case 
involving  the  District's  foster  care  system,  LaShavn  A.  .  As  has 
been  documented  in  court  filings  and  recognized  by  the  judge  in  the 
case,  great  progress  has  been  made  in  reforming  the  District's 
child  welfare  system.  Much  remains  to  be  done  in  this  important 
area,  but  the  framework  for  a  caring  and  efficient  system  has  been 
put  in  place  and  professional  and  committed  personnel  have,  and 
continue  to  be,  recruited. 

A  related  issue  that  has  been  brought  up  is  the  role  of  the 
District's  lawyers  in  cases  involving  broad  legal  challenges  to 
various  D.C.  programs,  such  as  the  LaShawn  A.  case.  As  you  are 
aware,  the  Corporation  Counsel  has  a  statutory  and  professional 
duty  to  provide  the  District  with  a  responsible  defense  when  the 
District  is  challenged  in  court.  In  this  case,  after  an  initial 
finding  of  liability  on  federal  grounds  in  the  federal  district 
court,  the  federal  court  of  appeals  declined  to  accept  the  trial 
court's  federal  basis  for  liability  and,  though  affirming  the 
federal  district  court  order,  directed  the  trial  court  to  base  any 
new  remedial  order  entirely  on  District  law.  Currently  we  are 
addressing  the  important  legal  questions  of  what  provisions  should 
be  included  in  a  remedial  order  based  entirely  on  District  (as 
opposed  to  federal)  law  and  whether  federal  or  District  courts 
should  interpret  the  requirements  of  D.C.  law.  These  issues  are 
important  to  the  outcome  of  the  LaShawn  A .  case  and  they  are 
important  to  District  home  rule.  Notwithstanding  our  legal 
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defense  of  the  District  in  the  lawsuit,  at  all  times  this  Office 
has  made  it  clear  in  both  written  and  oral  representations  to  the 
court  that  the  District,  the  Department  of  Human  Services  and  the 
Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  remain  committed  to  fundamental 
reform  of  the  District's  child  welfare  system. 

To  understand  this  Office's  role  in  and  commitment  to  reform 
of  the  child  welfare  system,  it  is  important  to  appreciate  some  of 
the  broader  responsibilities  of  the  Office,  including  advising  the 
responsible  agency,  assisting  with  relevant  legislation  and 
regulations,  seeking  court  protection  for  abused  and  neglected 
children  and  pursuing  child  support  payments.  Indeed,  dozens  of 
employees  of  this  Office  have  gone  far  beyond  their  specific 
"legal"  jobs  and  have  volunteered  their  time  to  see  to  it  that  some 
of  the  non-legal  tasks  necessary  for  compliance  with  the  court 
decree  were  performed  in  a  timely  manner. 

In  light  of  the  dramatic  increase  in  the  number  of  abuse  and 
neglect  cases  and  the  magnitude  of  the  problems  facing  children  and 
families  in  the  District,  this  Office  created  a  new  Family  Services 
Division  in  the  spring  of  1992.  The  mission  of  the  70  lawyers  and 
staff  of  the  Family  Services  Division  is  to  work  with  the  Mayor, 
Department  of  Human  Services  and  other  agencies  to  assist  families 
by  providing  legal  and  policy  advice  on  issues  affecting  families 
and  children,  protecting  children  from  abuse  and  neglect  and  their 
parents  from  domestic  violence,  and  insuring  that  child  support 
obligations  are  met,  I  am  also  working  with  Chief  Judge  Hamilton 
on  ways  to  better  address  the  rapidly  expanding  abuse  and  neglect 
caseload  and  more  effectively  coordinate  the  resources  of  the  Court 
and  this  Office. 

One  final  initiative  of  this  Office  which  is  worthy  of 
mention,  and  in  which  I  am  personally  involved,  is  our  Office  of 
Corporation  Counsel-Walker  Jones  Elementary  School  Partnership. 
The  Partnership  was  created  in  the  fall  of  1993  in  an  effort  to 
develop  ongoing  and  proactive  relationships  between  the  children  of 
Walker-Jones  and  employees  in  our  Office.  The  Partnership  has 
yielded  tangible  benefits  for  the  school  such  as  books  collected 
from  our  book  drive,  money  raised  through  the  Spring  auction, 
tutoring  of  children  at  the  school  and  visits  by  students  to  our 
office  and  the  courts.  However,  the  intangible  benefits  of 
developing  meaningful  relationships  with  children  in  a  constructive 
setting,  outside  of  the  abuse  and  neglect  system,  are  the  most 
important.  The  Partnership  has  exceeded  our  expectations  in  terms 
of  its  success  and  has  served  as  a  model  for  other  government 
agencies,  including  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office. 
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As  lawyers  we  are  well  aware  of  the  limitations  of  the  legal 
system  and  litigation  to  address  the  many  and  complex  family, 
social  and  economic  problems  which  our  children  face.  The  truth  is 
that  no  court  order,  no  matter  how  well  fashioned,  can  substitute 
for  the  intelligent  and  considered  efforts  of  committed 
professionals  in  public  service.  Whatever  the  outcome  of  the  legal 
issues  in  the  LaShawn  A.  case,  the  District  will  continue  its 
commitment  to  reform. 

I  am  pleased  to  answer  any  other  questions  you  may  have  about 
this  matter. 


Since 


Vanessa 

Acting  Corporation  Counsel,  D.C. 


676 

PUBLIC  AND  ASSISTED  HOUSING  LITIGATION 

Mr.  Ruiz.  There  is  the  Pearson  case  which  involves  the  Depart- 
ment of  PubHc  and  Assisted  Housing.  There  is  a  Special  Master  in 
that  case,  but  it  is  a  Master  not  for  the  purpose  of  running,  if  you 
will,  the  agency  or  conducting  any  operations,  but  studying  the 
agency  and  issuing  a  report  and  recommendations  to  the  court. 
There  has  been  no  resolution  to  that  case. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  is  that  the  case  where — is  it  Judge  Green 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Graae,  Steffan  Graae. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  that  the  case  where  the  judge  is  contemplating, 
notwithstanding  the  committee  that  has  been  formed,  as  to  wheth- 
er he  would  remove  the  public  housing  from  the  Mayor's  jurisdic- 
tion. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  What  the  judge  is  considering,  we  believe  prematurely, 
is  whether  to  put  the  agency  under  a  court  receivership.  There  is 
a  hearing  to  address  that  issue  scheduled  for  next  week,  the  24th. 
I  don't  know  when  the  judge  will  actually  rule,  but  that  case  began, 
in  a  sense  has  been  not  superseded,  has  had  a  long  parallel  track 
there,  has  initiated  this  partnership  between  the  District  and  HUD 
to  address  the  recognized  problems,  the  Department  of  Public  and 
Assisted  Housing. 

HUD  itself  has  looked  at  the  option  of  receivership  and  has  de- 
cided against  it,  thinking  that  the  partnership  is  a  more  viable  way 
to  get  public  housing  moving  in  the  District. 

FILING  APPEALS  TO  DELAY  MAKING  PAYMENTS 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  read  recently  in  the  newspaper  of  a  case  where  the 
plaintiff,  a  minor,  received  a  judgment  in  the  neighborhood  of  a 
half  million  dollars.  I  believe  the  child's  finger  was  severed  on  a 
playground  slide.  I  am  wondering  if  you  know  the  status  of  the 
case. 

And  what  I  am  really  asking  you  is  whether  there  is  a  tendency 
on  the  part  of  the  District  government  to  appeal  cases  where  there 
may  not  be  strong  grounds  to  defer  pajdng  the  judgment  except  to 
delay  payment  because  of  a  cash  shortage? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  When  we  appeal  a  case  it  is  because  we  think  that 
there  are  good,  appealable,  legal  issues  in  the  case.  In  that  case — 
in  particular,  we  are  talking  about  a  slide  that  had  been  installed 
years  before,  and  the  issue  that  I  remember  was  whether  there  was 
a  little  cap  at  the  top  of  the  slide  that  had  come  off,  which  meant 
that  when  this  child  went  up  and  was  about  to  come  down  the 
slide,  his  finger  got  caught. 

The  question  is  really  one  of  maintenance  and  whether  you  were 
supposed  to  have  caught  this  little  thing.  In  any  event,  we  thought 
that  there  was  a  real  legal  issue  as  to  whether  there  was  any  li- 
ability on  the  District  whatsoever. 

ABILITY  TO  SETTLE  CASES 

But  you  raised  an  issue  that  I  think  is  very  important  for  our 
office,  which  has  to  do  with  our  ability  to  settle  cases;  and  we  are 
here  to  talk  not  only  about  our  budget  and  the  cases  that  we  han- 
dle, but  the  settlements  and  judgments  fund. 
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The  amount  that  is  allocated  to  the  settlements  and  judgments 
fund  really  only  addresses  the  amount  we  have  available  to  settle 
cases.  If  a  judgment  is  entered  against  the  District,  it  has  to  be 
paid  regardless  of  whether  there  is  money  in  the  settlements  and 
judgments  fund  or  not.  So  limitations  in  the  settlements  and  judg- 
ment funds  really  affect  our  ability  to  settle  cases  which  we  believe, 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  District,  should  be  settled;  and  you 
know  it  is  a  process  of  evaluation  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  which 
cases  we  believe  have  a  strong  chance  of  success  on  appeal  and 
which  ones  do  not,  or  even  not  on  appeal  if  it  is  a  question  between 
settling  a  case  with  the  plaintiff  and  the  plaintiffs  attorneys  or 
going  to  a  jury  where  we  know  you  might  be  able  to  get  a  very  high 
judgment. 

district's  liability  not  limited 

And  the  District,  unlike  virtually  any  other  jurisdiction  in  the 
United  States,  has  no  protection  against  a  huge  judgment;  we  have 
no  limitation  on  our  liability.  And  I  think  if  you  do  a  survey  of  ju- 
risdictions in  the  United  States,  that  is  unique  and  an  overhanging 
threat  as  far  as  the  District's  finances  are  concerned. 

STATUS  OF  CASE  INVOLVING  CHILD 

Mr.  Dixon.  Would  you  provide  for  me  for  the  record  the  status 
of  that  particular  case  involving  the  minor,  whether  there  is  going 
to  be  an  appeal  filed  or  some  kind  of  settlement  has  been  reached 
on  the  judgment? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Is  there  any  other  specific  case? 

Mr.  Dixon.  No.  I  was  just  wondering  about  whether  that  case 
would  be  appealed  and  protracted,  or  whether  there  would  be  a  set- 
tlement. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  The  reason  why  I  know  about  the  case  is  because  it 
would  have  come  to  me  because  we  were  considering  a  settlement, 
and  I  just  can't  remember  whether  we  actually  put  an  offer  on  the 
table  or  not,  but  that  is — I  know  that  is  how  I  became  involved  in 
it. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  just  seems  that  it  would  be  ripe,  would  have  been 
ripe  for  a  settlement  and  should  be  ripe  for  a  settlement. 

Mr.  Ruiz.  We  will  be  happy  to  provide  that  information. 

(The  information  follows:) 

A  post  trial  motion  was  filed  on  May  20,  1994  in  that  particular  case,  Jamie 
Shannon  v.  D.C.  We  are  currentlv  waiting  a  ruling  on  the  motion.  We  do  not  know 
at  this  time  if  an  appeal  will  be  filed. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh,  I  asked  Ms.  Ruiz  about  the  status  of  the 
Retirement  Board  litigation.  You  may  want  to  ask  her  about  that 
again. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Julian.  No,  I  just  have  a  couple  of  ques- 
tions. 

limiting  liability  for  MUNICIPALITIES 

On  this  issue  of  liability,  would  you  support  Federal  legislation 
that  limited  liability  for  municipalities? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  We  support  Federal  legislation  that  limited — I  think 
most  municipalities  have  enacted  such  legislation  on  their  own. 
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Mr.  Walsh.  You  just  said  that  you  are  subject  to  any  size  settle- 
ment for  punitive  damages. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  For  tort. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Pardon? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Authority  Hability,  yes.  And  I  said  the  District  is  al- 
most unique  in  the  United  States.  Most  jurisdictions — State, 
local — have  in  fact  enacted,  themselves,  caps  on  the  liability,  on  the 
sovereign  liability  of  whatever  the  unit  of  government  is.  The  Dis- 
trict does  not  have  such  legislation. 

Mr.  Walsh.  It  does  not? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Yes.  The  Mayor  at  one  point  proposed  such  legislation 
to  the  Council,  but  Washington,  D.C.  is  a  town  of  lawyers  and  we 
have  not  gotten  fiill  debate  on  that. 

Mr.  Walsh.  But  most  States'  legislative  bodies  are  made  up  of 
lawyers  and  what  you  are  saying  is  they  have  done  that  in  other 
States,  in  most  other  States. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Most  States,  most  local  jurisdictions,  have  a  limitation 
on  the  liability  of  the  State  or  local  jurisdiction  in  tort  actions. 
Maryland  does,  Virginia  does,  we  do  not.  We  have  proposed  such 
limitations  which  actually  are  generous  compared  to  other  jurisdic- 
tions because,  for  example,  we  would  exclude  from  the  limitation 
reasonable  medical  expenses.  We  think  those  should  be  fully  paid 
out.  Those  are  just  compensable  damages,  but  we  believe  that  there 
should  be  some  limitation  on  the  liability  to  any  particular — ^be- 
cause we  are  talking  about  expenditure  of  public  funds. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  would  not  require  implementing  legislation 
from  the  Federal  government  to  you? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  No.  This  is  a  matter  for  the  local  legislature,  and 
they 

Mr.  Dexon.  It  could  be  mandated  from  Congress. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  It  could  be.  I  mean  anything  could  be,  and  I  would  sug- 
gest it  is  not  appropriate  that  it  would  be  mandated  by  the  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  you  can't  establish  it,  why  would  you  oppose  the 
Federal  government  doing  it? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Because  we  have  a  local  legislative  process  and  it 
should  go  through  that  process.  That  is  what  home  rule  is  all 
about. 

mayor's  youth  and  crime  initiative 

Mr.  Walsh.  Okay.  A  question  on  the  Mayor's  youth  crime  initia- 
tive: Has  any  of  that  funding  come  to  your  office,  and  if  so,  how 
is  it  used? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  No,  it  did  not. 

Mr.  Walsh.  None  of  it  came  to  your  office? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  No. 

Mr.  Walsh.  No  further  questions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Bonilla. 

Mr.  Bonilla.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  no  questions  at 
this  time. 
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LOANS  TO  DISTRICT  FROM  U.S.  TREASURY 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let  me  ask  you  what  I  asked  about  off  the  record. 
What  is  your  view  of  the  state  of  the  law  as  it  relates  to  the  Dis- 
trict borrowing  from  the  U.S.  Treasury? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  As  you  know,  there  is  a  specific  statutory  provision 
that  governs,  that  I  don't  have  with  me.  I  know  we  have  done  some 
work  on  it  and  advised  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  District. 
My  understanding  is  that,  in  general  terms,  there  is  a  prerequisite 
that  the  District,  in  essence,  try  other  sources  before  it  goes  to  the 
U.S.  Treasury.  This  is  a  borrowing  of  last  resort. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Because  that  is  what  I  was  going  to  ask  you  about. 

Is  it  your  understanding  that  the  determination  that  it  is  a  bor- 
rowing of  last  resort  based  on  an  Executive  order  or  letter  of  under- 
standing, because  as  I  understand  the  situation  it  is  not  in  the  law 
that  allows  the  District  to  borrow  only  as  a  last  resort. 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  The  provision  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Code 
that  allows  us  to  borrow  from  the  Treasury — and  I  can't  quote  you 
the  language  exactly,  but  the  sentiment  of  it  is  that  it  is  borrowing 
of  last  resort. 

The  last  time  that  I  am  aware  that  we  attempted  to  do  that  was 
in  the  early  1980s — 1983,  1984 — when  as  a  result  of  the  Supreme 
Court  decision  in  INS  v.  Chadha,  our  home  rule,  our  legislative 
process  was  challenged.  You  certainly  are  aware  of  that,  and  we 
were  having  trouble  going  to  the  bond  market  because  of  the  uncer- 
tainties of  our  legislative  process  vis-a-vis  the  Congress  in  particu- 
lar; and  there  was  some  correspondence  with  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury. 

Mr.  DixON.  Under  President  Reagan? 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  That  is  correct.  As  I  recall,  we  did  not  actually 
borrow  from  the  Treasury  at  that  time  because  we  were  able  to  get 
the  legislative  problem  worked  out,  but  that  is  the  last  I  am  aware 
of  it. 

STATUTORY  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  U.S.  TREASURY  LOANS 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  all  fuzzy  on  whether  there  is  an  absolute  re- 
quirement that  an  effort  must  be  demonstrated  that  you  have  ex- 
hausted traditional  banking  sources.  That  is  what  I  am  asking,  and 
that  is  what  I  am  not  clear  on. 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  I  can't  quote  you,  but  I  do  believe  that  there  is 
a  requirement  that  we  attempt  to  borrow  elsewhere;  and  before  we 
come  to  the  Treasury,  we  must  satisfy  the  Treasury  that  we  are 
unable  to  borrow  in  the  markets. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  think  that  is  in  the  statute  itself? 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  Yes,  I  do. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  You  are  asking  about  the  source  of  that  requirement. 
I  don't  think  that  we  are  prepared  right  now  to  tell  you  exactly 
what  the  source  of  it  is.  My  understanding  is  that  it  is  in  the  stat- 
ute, but  we  can  get  back  to  you  as  to  how  we  interpret  the  author- 
ity. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  I  would  appreciate  that.  After  reading  it,  I  am 
still  not  clear  about  it  and  maybe  Mr.  Miconi  has  the  statute.  Mr. 
Miconi  thinks  it  is  not  anything  that  is  codified. 
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Mr.  PiNKSTON.  It  is  in  Title  47,  but  I  cannot  give  you  the  precise 
cite. 

Mr.  Dkon.  You  think  it  is  basically  codified.  Mr.  Miconi  says  the 
citation  is  D.C.  Code,  section  47-3401. 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  Is  that  right?  Okay. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  3401? 

Mr.  Dexon.  We  weren't  in  sync  here.  Just  give  me  a  minute, 
maybe  we  can  get  this  squared  away. 

Did  your  office  represent  the  District  in  the  negotiations  for  the 
sale  of  the  bonds,  the  borrowing  that  just  occurred? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  We  are  involved  in  terms  of  we  have  to  issue  a  letter 
making  certain  representations  about  the  District,  and  that  is  done 
by  the  Corporation  Counsel,  but  there  is  private  Bond  Counsel  that 
is  even  more  directly  involved  in  advising  the  District  with  respect 
to  the  actual  issuance  of  these  bonds. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  the  District  hired  some  outside  expertise  in  this 
area? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  It  does  as  a  regular  matter.  We  have  Bond  Counsel. 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  I  could  call  Mr.  Miconi  later,  if  you  would  like, 
with  the  citation. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Well,  it  is  an  important  issue  to  me  so  what  I  am 
going  to  ask  you  to  do  is  to  review  it. 

But  I  am  going  to  give  you  a  second  to  look  at  this  section  here, 
which  is  identified  in  the  prospectus  for  selling  the  $200,000,000  in 
Tax  Revenue  Anticipation  Notes.  I  won't  hold  you  to  your  opinion. 

[The  section  referred  to  follows  and  is  excerpted  from  page  7  of 
the  prospectus/advertisement  dated  May  3,  1994  for  the  issuance  of 
$200,000,000  in  FY  1994  General  Obligation  Tax  Revenue  Antici- 
pation Notes  (Series  1994A)  due  September  30,  1994:] 

Advances  From  the  Federal  Government 

The  Note  Act  provides  that  the  Mayor  shall  take  such  actions  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  requisition  and  receive  from  the  United  States  Treasury,  not  later  than 
September  30,  1994,  an  advance  of  moneys  as  may  be  necessary  and  svifficient  to 
enable  the  District  to  meet  its  general  expenses,  including  payment  when  due  of  all 
principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes.  Amounts  so  advanced  by  the  United  States 
Treasury  are  to  be  deposited  by  the  District  in  its  General  Fund. 

From  1939  through  1983,  advances  were  made  by  the  United  States  Treasury  to 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  meet  short-term  cash  requirements  as  authorized  by 
Federal  law  (53  Stat.  1118,  as  amended),  which  provides  that: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  *  *  *  is  authorized  and  directed  to  advance,  on 
the  requisition  of  the  Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  made  in  the  manner  now 
prescribed  by  law,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  not  other- 
wise appropriated,  such  simis  as  may  be  necessary,  from  time  to  time,  to  meet  the 
general  expenses  of  said  District,  as  authorized  by  Congress,  and  such  amounts  so 
advanced  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  said  Mayor  to  the  Treasury  out  of  taxes  and 
revenue  collected  for  the  support  of  the  government  of  the  said  District  of  Colimibia. 

In  acting  upon  a  requisition,  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  is  expected  to  require  the 
Mayor  to  demonstrate  a  need  for  the  advance  to  meet  the  general  expenses  of  the 
District,  and  that  no  credit  is  available  elsewhere  for  that  purpose  in  Ueu  of  an  ad- 
vaiice.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Corporation  Counsel,  the  District  remains  eligible  to  re- 
ceive fiitiire  advances  in  order  to  meet  its  general  expenses,  including  payment  of 
principal  of  and  interest  on  the  Notes. 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  This  seems  to  be  the  code  provision  that  I  recall. 
It  is — this  language  is  in  it. 

Mr.  Dixon,  We're  beating  a  dead  horse  here.  Would  you  just 
state  your  general  opinion  as  to  whether  there  is  a  prerequisite  or 
a  showing  that  in  fact  other  avenues  have  been  pursued,  and  is 
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that  an  absolute  requirement,  or  is  it  a  recommendation  or  is  it  by 
understanding?  And  I  understand  what  you  are  saying  goes  back 
to  Secretary  Don  Regan,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  at  the  time, 
but  I  cannot  find  where  it  is  in  the  law. 

Mr.  PlhfKSTON.  I  see  what  you  are  saying.  It  is  not  in  the  statute 
here,  and  you  are  right,  I  don't  read  it  as  part  of  the  law.  I  do  re- 
call reading  an  exchange  of  correspondence  between  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  and  the  District  of  Columbia;  maybe  I  transposed 
that  language  into  this. 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  I  said,  I  cannot  find  any  specific  statutory  lan- 
guage that  says  it  is  a  requirement. 

Mr.  PiNKSTON.  That  may  be  correct,  and  I  know  at  the  time,  at 
least  I  think,  the  Treasury  Department  interpreted  that  language. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  anticipates  that  you  will  make  other  efforts  be- 
fore you  go  there.  But  I  don't  think  there  is  any  statutory  require- 
ment; at  least  I  can't  find  one. 

CORPORATION  COUNSEL  OPINION  RE:  BORROWINGS  FROM  U.S. 

TREASURY 

Okay,  if  you  will  just  research  the  issue,  it  may  become  ripe  at 
some  point  in  the  future  around  here. 
Mr.  PiNKSTON.  All  right. 
Ms.  Ruiz.  We  will. 
Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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O^ouernment  of  tlie  Siotrtct  of  Columbia 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CORPORATION   COUNSEL 

JUDICIARY   SQUARE 

4*1    FOURTH   ST      N  W 

WASHINGTON     O     C        2000t 


IN   REPLV   REFER   TO; 


June  1,  1994 

The  Honorable  Julian  C.  Dixon 

Uis.  House  of  Representatives 

Chairman 

Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia 

H-302,  U.S.  Capitol 

Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Chairman  Dixon: 

During  the  May  17,  hearing  on  the  Office  of  Corporation 
Counsel  budget,  you  inquired  about  the  authority  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Government  to  borrow  funds  from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
Specifically,  you  asked  whether,  and  to  what  extent,  the  District 
Government  must  explore  other  borrowing  options  before  availing 
itself  of  the  authority  to  borrow  from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

The  authority  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Government  to  borrow 
from  the  U.S.  Treasury  was  first  established  in  1937.  District  of 
Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1937,  50  Stat.  692,  Ch.  690,  Title  VII,  §2, 
D.C.  Code  47-3401  (1990).   The  law  provides,  in  pertinent  part: 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. . .  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  advance,  on  the  requisition  of 
the  Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  .... 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  from  time  to 
time,  to  meet  the  general  expenses  of  said 
District,  as  authorized  by  Congress.... 
(Emphasis  added) 

A  course  of  conduct  sets  out  how  the  law  is  interpreted  and 
implemented.  In  late  1983,  the  District  Government  was  exploring 
the  feasibility  of  borrowing  funds  through  the  public  issuance  of 
short-term,  tax  revenue  anticipation  notes.  In  June  of  that  year, 
the  Supreme  Court  had  decided  INS  v.  Chadha  which,  among  other 
things,  raised  serious  questions  regarding  the  constitutionality  of 
the  legislative  scheme  in  place  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  One 
effect  of  the  Chadha  decision  was  to  prevent  the  District's  bond 
counsel  from  rendering  an  "unqualified"  opinion  on  the  validity  of 
the  proposed  note  issuance,  thus  making  it  impractical,  if  not 
impossible  for  the  District  to  borrow  funds  by  issuing  such  notes. 
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Letter  to  the  Honorable  Julian  C.  Dixon 
June  1,  1994 
Page  Two 


The  District  Government,  therefore,  explored  with  the  U.S. 
Treasury  the  possibility  of  using  the  authority  to  borrow  from  the 
U.S.  Treasury.  In  an  exchange  of  correspondence  between  the 
Treasury  and  the  District  Government,  and  in  testimony  before  the 
U.S.  Senate,  Treasury  took  the  position  that  the  statutory  phrase 
"as  may  be  necessary",  essentially  means  the  District  could  borrow 
from  the  Treasury  only  as  a  last  resort.  (See  Attachment  1)  The 
Treasury  Department  reiterated  that  interpretation  in  an  August  17, 
1^0,  letter  from  Michael  E.  Basham,  Acting  Assistant  Secretary. 
(See  Attachment  2) 

The  correspondence  from  the  Treasury  Department  sets  out  the 
standard  for  the  conditions  to  be  used  in  the  event  that  the 
District  exercises  its  authority  to  borrow  from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
Please  contact  me  if  you  need  furtfxar  information. 

Sine 


Vanessa  Ruiz 

Acting  Corporation  Counsel,  D.C. 
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ATTACBMEMT  1 


^' 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

WASHINGTON.  DC       20220 
Assistant  Secretary 


^.<^ 


December    8,    1983 


Dear   Mr.    Hill: 


Thanks  for  your  letter  of  December  6,  1983  concerning  the 
District's  request  for  Treasury  advances  in  fiscal  year  1984. 

As  I  explained  when  we  met  last  week,  before  Treasury  can  con- 
sider further  advances  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code  Section  47-3401,  we 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  District  is  unable  to  obtain  the  financ- 
ing from  other  sources  on  terms  that  are  other  than  "patently  unac- 
ceptable," as  you  put  it  in  your  letter.   I  would  note  that  tax-ex- 
emption should  not  be  regarded  as  a  necessary  condition  for  the 
financing.   Short-term  loans  from  commercial  banks  at  taxable  in- 
terest rates  should  certainly  receive  consideration. 

Your  expression  of  intent  to  continue  your  efforts  to  identify 
private  sources  of  financing  is  certainly  welcome,  and  I  also  un- 
derstand the  limited  time  available  to  do  so.   In  order  for  us  to 
review  the  efforts  that  have  been  made  to  date,  and  those  still 
under  way,  I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  provide  documentation 
on  those  efforts.   In  addition,  I  would  appreciate  receiving  from 
the  District's  financial  advisor  and  senior  bond  counsel  a  state- 
ment of  the  specific  bases  for  their  advice  to  you  that  private 
financing  is  "highly  improbable,"  and  their  evaluations  of  the  pro- 
spects for  success  in  arranging  commercial  bank  financing. 

I  would  like  again  to  assure  you  that,  as  soon  as  the  re- 
quested information  is  available,  we  will  proceed  to  give  the  Dis- 
trict's request  for  Treasury  advances  expedited  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas  J./Hefeley^ 

Mr.  Alphonse  G.  Hill 
Deputy  Mayor  for  Finance 
The  District  of  Columbia 
Washington,  D.C.   20004 
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ATTACqMENT  2 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

WASHINGTON 


SSISTANT  SECRETARY 

August  17,  1990 
Dear  Mr.  Pohlman: 


I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  informational  briefing  you 
provided  representatives  of  the  Treasury  Department  and  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  on  the  Condition  of  the  District 
of  Columbia's  finances.   At  the  August  7  meeting  you  stated  that, 
although  the  District  foresaw  no  immediate  need  to  approach 
Treasury  for  any  advances  under  the  District  of  Columbia  Code, 
the  District  was  anticipating  a  possible  need  for  short  term 
financirjg  during  the  month  of  September. 

/   As  was  explained  at  the  meeting,  before  the  Treasury  can 
cdnsider  advancing  any  funds  pursuant  to  D.C.  Code  Section 
47-3401,  it  must  be  satisfied  that  the  District  is  unable  to 
obtain  the  financing  elsewhere.   By  way  of  illustration  of  this 
point,  we  would  suggest  that  you  review  the  terms  and  conditions 
set  out  in  the  exchange  of  letters  between  the  District  and  the 
Treasury  during  the  period  December  1983  through  January  1984. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  related  to  this  matter  please 
feel  free  to  contact  me  at  566-5806. 

Sincerely, 


^.dc^i  t^C' 


t>\^-' 


Michael  E.  Basham 

Acting  Assistant  Secretary 


Mr.  Robert  Pohlman 
Deputy  Mayor  for  Finance 
The  District  of  Columbia 
Washington,  D.C.  20004 
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Mr.  DrxoN.  Did  you  want  to  add  something? 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  FEE/TAX 

Ms.  Ruiz.  You  had  asked,  and  I  know  from  last  week  that  Mr. 
Walsh  had  asked  about  the  public  SEifety  fee  and  its  constitutional- 
ity, and  we  have  reviewed  that  in  our  office.  The  tests,  as  laid 
down  by  the  Supreme  Court,  are  that  in  terms  of  constitutionality 
there  is  an  internal  consistency  test  and  an  external  consistency 
test,  but  the  basic  notion  is  this:  that  if  every  other  jurisdiction 
were  to  enact  the  same  provision,  that  there  not  be  any  double  tax- 
ation. We  believe  appl3dng  both  the  internal  consistency  and  the 
external  consistency  test  of  this  public  safety  fee  meets  the  con- 
stitutional standard  that  there  not  be  any  double  taxation. 

I  believe  you  had  also  asked  whether  this  fee  would  in  any  way 
constitute  a  tax  on  nonresidents  beyond  the  authority  of  the  Coun- 
cil to  enact. 

No,  I  don't  believe  so. 

Mr.  Walsh.  While  we  are  at  it,  if  I  could  just  say  my  experience 
in  municipal  government  was  that  any  fee  that  was  levied  had  to 
have — I  am  not  sure  whether  it  was  considered  a  fee  or  a  license, 
a  permit — something  to  do  with  covering  the  cost  of  administering 
the  fee  and  not  be  a  revenue  producer. 

Ms.  Ruiz.  You  are  focusing  on  the  term  "fee."  I  would  agree  with 
you,  this  is  a  tax.  We  have  analyzed  it,  appl5dng  constitutional 
standards  for  taxes,  which  is  a  higher,  a  more  difficult  standard  to 
meet;  and  we  believe  it  meets  that  standard. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Fine. 

POSSIBLE  lawsuit/public  SAFETY  FEE 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Have  you  heard  rumors  or  anything  about  whether 
the  class  of  people  affected  are  going  to  file  a  lawsuit? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  No. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Nothing? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  I  have  not  heard  any  rumors.  We  get  served;  that  is 
how  we  know. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  it  seems  to  me  it  is  kind  of  critical,  because  if 
the  District  is  counting  on  this  revenue  to  balance  its  FY  1994  and 
FY  1995  budgets  and  a  lawsuit  is  filed  and  the  issue  is  tied  up  in 
court  for  a  period  of  time,  that  will  not  help  the  District's  revenues. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Can  they  prevent  an  injunction  based  on  the  law, 
the  cases? 

Ms.  Ruiz.  Again,  that  depends  on  what  a  judge  decides  to  do.     j 
That,  in  turn,  would  depend  on  that  judge's  assessment  of  the  like-    ' 
lihood  of  success  on  the  merits  and  on  the  developing  of  interests 
as  between  the  public  interest  and  the  plaintiffs  interest.  Normally 
when  you  are  talking  about  taxes,  first  you  pay,  then  you  contest, 
because  it  is  money  and  you  can  always  get  money  back. 

So  I  would  think  that  that  should  not  occur;  and  the  fee,  the  tax 
only  applies  to  revenues  that  are  generated  in  the  District,  so  there    4 
should  not  be  any  problem  really  with  the — ^with  these  internal  and    ' 
external  consistency  standards.  The  tax  only  applies  to  entities 
that  are  already  taxpayers,  so  it  is  not  really  bringing  it  on  any  en- 
tity that  is  not  already  paying  some  kind  of  tax  to  the  District,  be 
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it  taxed  as  a  corporation,  an  unincorporated  business  entity  or  em- 
ployee taxes. 

Mr.  DrxON.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  appearance  here,  you 
and  your  staff.  I  appreciate  it. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the  Office  to  answer 
for  the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Office's  responses  follow:] 
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Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel 

QUESTION 

1.         The  Council  approved  a  new  temporary  "public  safety  tax"  for  the  last  three  months  of  FY  1994 
(July  -  September)  that  is  expected  to  generate  $34  million  in  "revenues". 

(a)        Is  there  any  indication  that  the  tax  will  be  challenged  in  court? 


ANSWER 

1.  (a)        Some  institutional  taxpayers  and   some  industry  representatives  have  met  with  the 

Department  of  Finance  and  Revenue  indicating  reasons  why  they  should  not  be  subject  to 
the  Public  Service  Fee.  A  few  have  paid  and  filed  a  request  for  a  refund.  If  they  do  not 
obtain,  at  the  administrative  level,  an  exemption  from  the  fee  or  some  other  compromise 
suitable  to  them,  there  may  be  a  challenge  of  the  fee  in  the  Superior  Court. 

QUESTION 

2.  I  notice  you  shared  with  the  Committee  a  copy  of  a  memo  dated  May  10,  1994  to  you  from  your 
staff  that  summarizes  29  "active  significant  equity  suits  against  the  District." 

(a)  Basically,  is  there  an  underlying  thread  that  is  common  to  all  29  cases? 

(b)  Is  there  a  disproportionate  number  of  equity  suits  filed  against  the  District  government  as 
compared  to  other  municipalities? 

Does  the  court  intervene  more  often  in  this  locality  that  it  does  in  other  jurisdictions? 

ANSWER 

2.  (a)        The  underlying  thread  that  the  29  cases  have  in  common  is  that  they  impact  a  program  or 

policy  of  the  District  of  Columbia  government. 

(b)  No.  There  are  not  disproportionately  more  equity  suits  filed  against  the  District 
government.  Many  of  the  advocates  who  bring  equity  suits  against  the  District  can  attest 
to  the  fact  that  they  are  involved  in  similar  suits  in  many  other  jurisdictions.  At  times  it 
appears  that  disproportionately  more  attention  is  focused  on  the  equity  suits  that  the 
District  is  involved  in.  This  may  be  due,  in  part,  to  the  fact  that  the  District  is  the 
nation's  capital  and  both  local  and  federal  attention  is  focused  on  events  that  occur  here. 
Similarly,  it  is  not  clear  that  the  courts  intervene  more  in  this  jurisdiction  than  others. 
[See  attached  New  York  Times  article.] 

QUESTION 

3.  How  many  attorneys  do  you  have  in  your  office? 

a.  How  many  non-attorneys? 

b.  How  many  vacancies  do  you  have  in  attorney  positions  and  non-attorney  positions? 
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ANSWER 

3.         There  are  207  attorney  positions  authorized  for  the  OCC;  of  the  207  authorized  positions,  154  are 
appropriated,  53  are  non-appropriated.    As  of  July  11,  1994,  191  attorney  positions  were  filled. 

a.  There  are  146  non-attorney  positions  authorized  for  the  agency;  of  this  number,  93  are 
appropriated,  53  are  non-appropriated.  One  hundred  twenty-five  (125)  non-attorney 
positions  were  filled  as  of  July  11,  1994. 

b.  There  are  16  attorney  vacancies;  7  are  appropriated,  9  are  non-appropriated.  Of  21  non- 
attorney  vacancies,  10  are  appropriated,  11  are  non-appropriated. 
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Settlements  and  Judgments 

QUESTION 

1.         I  notice  on  page  79  of  the  Operations  Budget  document  under  "Strategy"  it  says: 

"The  funding  provided  requires  the  Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  to  undertake  increased  risk 
management  work  with  District  agencies  which  impact  on  the  fund." 

I  recall  the  Rivlin  Commission  recommended  the  implementation  of  a  risk  management  program 
which  would  allow  the  District  to  more  actively  identify  and  manage  its  potential  and  actual 
settlements  and  judgments. 

(a)  Could  you  explain  how  you  plan  to  implement  the  risk  management  program  and  how  you 
think  it  will  impact  your  budget  request  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.  The  payments  under 
this  account  for  FY  1994  revised  budget  of  $10  million  and  your  FY  1995  request  of  $1 1 
million. 

FY  1990  actual $12,580,000 

FY  1991  actual 15,052,000 

FY  1992  actual 13,991,000 

FY  1993  actual 18,648,000 

FY  1994  approved 13,500,000 

FY  1994  revised 10,000,000 

FY  1995  request 11 ,000,000 

ANSWER 

1.  (a)  On  the  information  processing  end  of  risk  management,  we  have  established  a  lawsuits 
database  system  capable  of  storing  the  kind  of  information  about  our  lawsuits  necessary 
for  true  risk  management.  However,  we  have  not  yet  identified  funding  for  the  data  entry 
person  required  to  allow  us  to  gather  and  enter  the  additional  information  into  the 
database. 

An  additional  database  system  for  claims  has  also  been  established,  based  on  the  lawsuit 
database,  that  employs  various  time  saving  techniques  such  as  automatic  generation  of 
claim  acknowledgement  letters  and  mailing  labels,  and  simplified  data  entry  with 
standardized  menus  to  insure  consistency  of  data  entry. 

In  addition.  Office  Order  5-94  was  issued  to  help  keep  track  of  settlements  and  judgments 
office-wide  for  risk  management  purposes.  This  order  requires  all  such  payments  be 
submitted  to  the  Civil  Division  for  entry  into  the  database.  The  settlement  authority  for 
all  Deputies  was  also  increased  in  an  effort  to  streamline  the  authorization  of  settlements. 
The  processing  of  settlements  has  been  similarly  streamlined  by  establishing  a  standardized 
short  form  for  justifying  all  settlements. 

A  decision  is  expected  soon  to  hire  a  claims  manager.  Once  this  position  is  filled,  we  plan 
to  reorganize  claims  management  into  a  single  unit.  A  significant  part  of  the  claims 
manager's  responsibility  will  be  to  conduct  risk  management  activities. 
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It  is  difficult  to  quantify  the  impact  of  risk  management's  activities  on  our  FY  94  and  FY 
95  budgets  for  settlements  and  judgments.  However,  our  efforts  to  minimize  the  District's 
exposure  to  the  risk  of  adverse  judgments  will  be  hampered  unless  a  realistic  budget  is  set 
that  permits  the  agency  to  settle  cases  that  need  to  be  settled  in  order  to  avoid  untoward 
risks  of  huge  judgments  in  trial.  The  revised  FY  94  and  FY  95  budgets  of  $10  million 
and  $11  million,  respectively,  are  way  below  actual  costs,  as  demonstrated  by  the  figures 
from  the  last  five  years.  In  fact,  these  cuts  will  increase  cost  to  the  District  by  preventing 
us  from  settling  cases  that  risk  huge  judgments  if  they  go  to  trial  (e.g.,  medical 
malpractice  cases  resulting  in  injuries  to  babies  who  will  require  care  the  rest  of  their 
lives). 

Judgments  must  be  paid  regardless  of  the  ostensible  budgetary  cap  on  the  settlement  and 
judgment  fund.  The  budget  cap,  therefore,  is  not  really  a  limit  on  spending  on  settlements 
and  judgments;  rather,  it  is  a  limit  on  settlements  only.  With  an  estimated  1400  lawsuits, 
and  2400  claims  being  filed  a  year,  such  a  limit  on  settlements  forces  the  District  to 
expose  itself  to  budget-breaking  judgments. 

We  ran  out  of  FY  94  settlement  money  in  May,  1994.  We  have  been  able  to  avoid  the 
worst  judgment  risks  in  FY  94  by  postponing  settlements  a  few  months  in  order  to  settle 
in  FY  95.  However,  the  combined  drain  on  FY  95  funds  from  settling  cases  scheduled 
for  trial  in  late  FY  94,  and  those  scheduled  for  trial  in  FY  95,  will  in  all  likelihood 
exhaust  the  FY  95  settlement  funds  so  early  in  the  year  that  no  similar  avoidance  of 
judgment  risk  will  be  available  in  mid-FY  95.  At  that  point,  we  will  end  up  going  to  trial 
on  cases  that  should  be  settled,  and  we  could  end  up  paying  out  more  District  money  in 
judgments  that  is  budgeted  for  FY  95. 


QUESTION: 

2.         Please  provide  for  the  record  a  summary  schedule  showing  the  amounts  that  have  been  expended 
to  cover  the  settlement  of  claims  and  suits  for  the  past  five  years. 

ANSWER: 

2.  Amounts  Expended  to  cover  the  settlement  of  Claims  and  Suits  for  the  Past  Five  Years. 

Fiscal  Year  No.  of  Cases  Amount 

1989  609  8,752,264 

1990  665  7,012,735 

1991  863  9,178,465 

1992  1,000  10,803,273 

1993  900  9,162,780 

QUESTION: 

3.  Also,  provide  for  the  record  a  summary  schedule  showing  judgments  paid,  total  number  of  cases 
involved,  and  total  funds  disbursed. 
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ANSWER: 

3.         Amount  of  Judgments  Paid,  Total  Number  of  Cases  Involved,  and  Total  Funds  Disbursed  for  the 
Last  Five  Years. 

Amount 

9,009,810 
5,567,236 
5,873,210 
3,187,667 
9,484,544 


Fiscal  Year 

No,  of  Cases 

1989 

76 

1990 

70 

1991 

89 

1992 

93 

1993 

40 

-4- 
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Tuesday,  May  17,  1994. 
METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

WITNESSES 

FRED  THOMAS,  CHIEF  OF  POLICE 

DANNY  C.  GREGG,  INSPECTOR/DIRECTOR,  FINANCE  AND  BUDGET  DI- 
VISION 

BARR^UiA  DeLAINE  JUMPER,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  FINANCE  AND 
BUDGET  DIVISION 

KAY  McGRATH,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  CHIEF  OF  POLICE 
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Metropolitan  Police  Department 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  is  to  provide  law  enforcement  and  other  police 
services  to  people  living,  working,  and  visiting  in  the  District  of  Columbia:  and  to  improve  the 
quality  of  life  in  the  city. 

Agency  Description 

TTie  Metropolitan  Police  Department  is  a  community-oriented  police  organization  that  works  with 
individual  neighborhoods  to  identify  resources  available  to  solve  crime  and  maintain  order  and  assist 
with  the  resolution  of  problems  affecting  the  community's  quality  of  life.   Because  the  department 
serves  Washington,  D.C.,  a  major  city  and  the  nation's  capital,  it  must  also  maintain  the  capability  to 
handle  or  coordinate  major  events  and  mass  demonstrations.    Ln  addition,  the  city  is  also  the 
residence  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  and  other  government  officials;  therefore,  the 
department  is  responsible  for  their  protection  and  that  of  visiting  foreign  dignitaries  as  well. 

The  objectives  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  are  accomplished  as  a  result  of  a  recent 
realignment  which  streamlined  or  eliminated  overlapping  functions.   These  objectives  are  supported 
by  the  following  major  programs: 

■  Administration  -  provides  overall  executive  leadership,  management,  legal  counsel,  and 
investigative  services  within  the  district  government. 

■  Patrol  Services  -  delivers  police  service  to  the  District  by  way  of  the  seven  police  districts 
supported  by  special  operations,  and  youth  and  family  services. 

■  Investigative  Services  -  provides  investigative  and  forensic  services  and  handles  all  internal 
agency  insjjections  and  investigations. 

■  Administrative  Services  -  handles  all  training,  testing,  medical  services,  employee  personnel 
actions,  and  disciplinary  actions. 

■  Technical  Services  -  furnishes  all  communications  and  record  keeping  services  to  the 
department;  maintains  its  fleet;  and  controls  the  agency's  criminal  identification  system. 

■  Management  Services  -  maintains  the  agency's  information  systems,  establishes  guidelines  for 
agency  policy,  executes  and  monitors  fiscal  resources,  provides  fiscal  and  budget  support, 
monitors  court-related  activities  and  coordinates  community  relations  activities. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $231,168,000  and  5,430.2 
full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $298,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1994  budget  request. 
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Metropolitan  Police  Department 


The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $226,898,000  and  5,429.2  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $298,000  and  no 
change  in  J- lbs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $4,270,000  and  1 .0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs 
from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $231,466,000  and 
5,430.2  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $947,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $227,196,000  and  5,429.2  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $298,000 
and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $4,270,000  and  1 .0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $649,000 
and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1995  proposed  budget  include  the  following: 

■  An  allocation  of  an  additional  $300,000  for  residential  training  will  support  the  expansion  of 
the  Training  Division's  Recruit  Training  Program  operations.    An  early  analysis  of  the  recruit 
residential  training  program  indicates  that  students  trained  in  this  environment  are  more 
focused  and  demonstrate  superior  testing  ability  to  those  students  trained  by  other  methods. 
The  number  of  annual  training  sessions  in  this  program  will  increase. 

■  The  department  will  pursue  the  possibility  of  outsourcing  its  fleet  maintenance  operation  by 
conducting  a  detailed  cost  benefit  analysis.    This  venture  could  potentially  result  in  significant 
savings  to  this  agency  during  FY  1995  and  beyond. 

■  In  FY  1995,  the  department  plans  to  purchase  an  additional  125  vehicles  at  an  approximate 
cost  of  $1,755,215. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1994  revised  budget  include  the  following: 

■  An  increase  of  $250,000  in  the  FY  1994  (revised)  Personnel  and  Training  Division  budget 
will  support  costs  associated  with  expanding  recruitment  efforts  to  fill  longstanding  vacant 
police  officer  positions,  and  to  enhance  the  standards  of  the  department's  sworn  personnel. 

■  An  allocation  of  an  additional  $300,000  for  residential  training  will  support  the  expansion  of 
the  Training  Division's  Recruit  Training  Program  operations. 

■  Continued  investment  of  a  significant  portion  of  the  department's  equipment  budget  in  major 
state-of-the-art  technology  initiatives.    Many  projects  were  completed  in  FY  1993;  however, 
other  projects  such  as  the  Washington  Area  Criminal  Investigation  Information  System 
(WACnS),  Computer  Aided  Dispatched  system  (CAD),  mobile  digital  terminals  (MDTs),  and 
Imaging  were  initiated  but  not  completed.   In  FY  1994  the  department  will  support  the 
continuation  of  tho.se  projects  through  additional  funding  of  $4,798,000.   This  funding  is  a 
result  of  the  carryover  of  an  FY  1993  salary  lapse. 
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■  The  purchase  of  350  MDTs  along  with  the  supporting  software  for  distribution  to  seven 
police  districts  will  cost  approximately  $2,000,000.   This  acquisition  will  significantly 
improve  the  patrol  officers'  ability  to  conduct  routine  patrol  assignments  and  enable  them  to 
communicate  with  existing  software  applications. 

■  The  purchase  of  249  four-wheel  vehicles,  at  an  approximate  cost  of  $3,31 1,289,  will  enable 
the  department  to  maintain  a  viable  vehicle  replacement  schedule. 

■  Since  the  department  has  not  yet  been  able  to  hire  the  full  complement  of  4,500  sworn 
officers,  personal  services  are  reduced  by  $4,500,000  to  reflect  a  salary  lapse. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:    The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  has  been  committed  to  the  delivery  of  quality  police 
services  to  the  residents  and  visitors  to  the  District  of  Columbia.   This  high  level  of  commitment  and 
enthusiasm  will  remain  constant  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.   In  order  to  meet  the  service  demands  of 
the  community,  the  department  will  complete  those  projects  that  were  launched  in  FY  1993.    In  this 
regard,  the  department  will  invest  in  those  areas  that  improve  the  overall  quality  of  its  employees 
(recruitment  and  training)  as  well  as  the  agency's  technological  infrastructure. 

Impacts:  The  ability  to  maintain  the  department's  budget  for  the  FY  1994  revised  and  FY  1995 
budget  processes  will  allow  the  department  to  move  forward  on  many  cost  efficient  and  agency- 
enhancement  programs,  all  of  which  will  have  a  profound  impact  on  the  department's  ability  to: 

Access  modem  technology  and  automated  support; 

Expand  training  opportunities  for  department  personnel; 

Continue  civilianization  efforts  throughout  FY  1994  and  FY  1995; 

Hire  exceptionally  qualified  police  recruits; 

Improve  the  officers'  ability  to  interact  with  the  department  with  MDTs;  and 

Maintain  a  greatly  needed  equipment  replacement  schedule,  specifically  vehicles. 
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Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FA) 


Programs 

SUfTIng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY« 

Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
RevUed 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY»4 
Revised 

FY9S 

01  AdminlstraUon 

122.5 

98.0 

98,0 

98,0 

6.410 

5203 

4.848 

4.848 

02  Patrol  Senices  Bureau 

3257.2 

3.943.7 

3.919,7 

3.919,7 

148.363 

137.888 

138.252 

142.752 

03  Investigative  Services 
Bureau 

183.7 

5515 

447,5 

447,5 

13.787 

30.554 

25.119 

25.122 

04  Administrative  Service 
Bureau 

520.4 

183.0 

226.0 

226,0 

40.711 

12.029 

11247 

11247 

05  Technical  Services  Bureau 

343.2 

445.0 

491,0 

491,0 

18.863 

28.904 

28.695 

28.345 

06  Management  Services 
Bureau 

506.5 

208,0 

248,0 

248,0 

19.863 

15.941 

23,305 

18.854 

Total  Agenc; 

4.933.5 

5.430,2 

5.430,2 

5.430,2 

247.997 

230.519 

231,466 

231.168 

Appropriated  Funds 

4,917,4 

SA292 

5,429.2 

5,429.2 

241211 

226,898 

227,196 

226,898 

Federal  Funds 

6.8 

0,0 

0,0 

0,0 

1.207 

481 

1.627 

1.627 

Intra-Uistrlct  Funds 

9.3 

1,0 

1,0 

1,0 

4.602 

799 

1245 

1245 

Other  Funds 

0,0 

0,0 

0,0 

0,0 

977 

2.341 

1.398 

1.398 

Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (FA) 


Measures 

FY92 

FV93 

FY94 

FY95 

Early  Intervention  Programs 

379 

623 

654 

687 

Emergency  911  Calls  Received 

914.125 

921.980 

931.199 

940.510 

Juvenile  Arrests 

3.685 

4.682 

4.700 

4.700 

Narcotic  Arrests 

9.335 

8.931 

9250 

9.100 

Ofllcers/Mffldals  Trained  in  CEP 

3.800 

3.900 

3.900 

4200 

Police  Officer  ()n-Board  Strength  (average) 

4.458 

4.320 

4.500 

4,500 

ToUl  Arrests 

52240 

52225 

51.550 

50.460 

Table  V 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FA) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUft)ng(FTE) 

Funding  ($0001                                     { 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

4.802,0 

5.317,2 

5.336.2 

5.336,2 

164.613 

169213 

164.735 

169.235 

Other  Pay 

115,5 

112.0 

93.0 

93,0 

2.558 

1.908 

1.908 

1.908 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0,0 

0.0 

0,0 

0,0 

23.812 

16.850 

16.850 

16.850 

Fringe  Benefits 

0,0 

0.0 

0,0 

0,0 

19.579 

13.888 

13.888 

13.888 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

4.917,4 

5.429.2 

5.429,2 

5.429,2 

210.562 

201.859 

197.381 

201.881 

NonPersonal  .Services 

1 

Supplies 

7273 

5.002 

4.810 

4.481 

Energy 

1268 

1.555 

1..555 

1.555 

Communications 

939 

1.750 

1.750 

1.550 

Building  Rent 

1.829 

2.434 

2.434 

2.979 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

7.364 

7.888 

8.756 

8.739 

Subsidies  &  Transfer. 

119 

105 

105 

121 

Equipment 

11.857 

6.305 

10.405 

5.592 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

30.649 

25.039 

29.815 

25,017 

TOTAL  AfiENCY 

4.917,4 

5.429.2 

5.429,2 

5.429,2 

241211 

226.898 

227.196 

226.898 
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Metropolitan  Police  Department 

Mr.  Dixon.  Next  we  have  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department. 

Chief,  how  are  you,  sir? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  am  fine,  sir;  and  yourself? 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  doing  pretty  well.  We  have  before  us  the  Metro- 
politan Police  Department,  and  they  are  requesting  $226,898,000 
and  5,429  positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  the  same  level  of 
funding  £ind  the  same  number  of  positions  as  in  the  FY  1994  appro- 
priations bill.  We  have  with  us  the  Chief  of  Police,  Mr.  Fred  Thom- 
as. 

prepared  statement  of  chief  FRED  THOMAS 

And,  Chief,  if  you  have  a  general  statement  prepared,  we  will  ac- 
cept it  for  the  record;  and  if  you  would  like  to  highlight  it,  we 
would  be  pleased  to  have  that  testimony  at  this  point  in  time. 

Chief  Thomas.  I  have  done  both.  We  have  submitted  a  full  state- 
ment for  the  record,  and  I  will  highlight  some  comments  for  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

CHIEF  OF  POLICE 

FRED  THOMAS 

BEFORE  THE 

U.  S.  CONGRESS 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  THE 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

FY  94  REVISED 

AND 
FY  95  BUDGETS 

TUESDAY,  MAY  17, 1994 
11:30  A.M. 
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GOOD  MORNING. 


CHAIRMAN  DIXON,  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  MEMBERS, 
LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN.    IT  IS  A  DISTINCT  PLEASURE  TO  HAVE  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  PRESENT  THE 
DEPARTMENT'S  REVISED  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  FY  1994  AND  THE 
OPERATING  BUDGET  REQUEST  FOR  FISCAL  1995.    ALTHOUGH  THE  CITY 
CONTINUES  TO  FACE  MAJOR  BUDGETARY  PROBLEMS,  THE  RESIDENTS 
OF  THIS  FINE  COMMUNITY  HAVE  MADE  CLEAR  THEIR  CONCERN  FOR 
CONTINUING  ADEQUATE  FINANCIAL  SUPPORT  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY 
EFFORTS.    I  ASSURE  YOU  THAT  THE  DEPARTMENT  SUPPORTS  AND 
INTENDS  TO  DEMONSTRATE  ITS  COMPLIANCE  WITH  THE  MAYOR'S  COST 
REDUCTION  POLICIES  WHERE  POSSIBLE,  WITHOUT  COMPROMISING  THE 
QUALITY  LEVEL  OF  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  AND  PUBLIC  SAFETY  SERVICES 
PROVIDED  TO  THE  COMMUNITY. 

THE  DEPARTMENT'S  TOTAL  REVISED  OPERATING  BUDGET  REQUEST 
FOR  1994  IS  $227,196,000  AND  5,429  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  POSITIONS, 
REPRESENTING  A  NET  INCREASE  OF$298,000  OVER  THE  REVISED  FY 
1994  BUDGET.  THESE  5,429  POSITIONS  ARE  COMPRISED  OF  929 
CIVILIANS  AND  4,500  SWORN  POLICE  OFFICERS.  THE  NET  INCREASE 
REFLECTS  A  $4,500,000  REDUCTION  IN  PROJECTED  LAPSE  SALARIES 
AND  $4,798,000  IN  CARRY  OVER  FUNDS  FROM  FY  1993  FOR  MAJOR 
EQUIPMENT  UPGRADES  AND  ACQUISITIONS.   IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  OUR 
OPERATING  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS  $226,898,000  AND  THE  NUMBER  OF 
FTE  POSITIONS  IS  THE  SAME  AS  IN  FY  94.    THE  CONTINUING  BUDGET 
CRUNCH  HAS  FORCED  US  TO  MAKE  MANY  "BELT  TIGHTENING" 
DECISIONS.    WE  HAVE  MADE  THEM  WITHOUT  JEOPARDIZING  THE 
CURRENT  LEVEL  OF  PUBLIC  SAFETY  AND  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
SERVICES  PROVIDED  TO  OUR  CITIZENS,  AND  WE  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  DO 
SO. 

WE  MUST  CONTINUE  TO  EXPAND  TRAINING  AND  OTHER  CAREER 
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DEVELOPMENT  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  STAFF,  BOTH  SWORN  AND 
CIVILIAN.  OUR  CIVILIANIZATION  EXPANSION  STRATEGIES  MUST  BE 
INTENSIFIED  AND  OUR  PURSUIT  OF  TECHNOLOGICAL  ENHANCEMENTS 
INCREASED.  TO  THAT  END,  THE  DEPARTMENT  WILL  CONTINUE  MAKING 
TECHNOLOGICAL  UPGRADES  TO  ITS  MAJOR  INFORMATION  PROCESSING 
AND  COMMUNICATIONS  SYSTEMS.  MOST  OF  THESE  INITIATIVES  WERE 
STARTED  IN  FY  1993,  AND  WILL  CONTINUE  INTO  FY  1995,  UNTIL  EACH 
SYSTEM  IS  FULLY  OPERATIONAL.  THESE  SYSTEMIC  COMPUTER 
HARDWARE  IMPROVEMENTS  INCLUDE  THE  WASHINGTON  AREA 
CRIMINAL  INVESTIGATION  INFORMATION  SYSTEM  (WACIIS),  THE 
COMPUTER  AIDED  DISPATCH  SYSTEM  (CAD),  PHOTO  IMAGING,  WIDE 
AREA  NETWORK,  PEICES,  TELEPHONE  UPGRADES,  FIELD  TESTING  OF 
MOBILE  DIGITAL  TERMINALS  (MDT'S)  AND  TIME  AND  ATTENDANCE 
AUTOMATION. 

IN  FY  93,  WE  MADE  A  COMMITMENT  TO  PURCHASE  THE  SOFTWARE 
NEEDED  TO  UPGRADE  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  COMMUNICATIONS  AND 
INFORMATION  PROCESSING  SERVICES.   IN  THE  CURRENT  FISCAL  YEAR 
WE  WILL  COMPLETE  THE  PURCHASING  AND  PERFORM  THE  NECESSARY 
INSTALLATIONS.    WE  HAVE  COMPLETED  THE  INITIAL  TESTING  OF  THE 
MOBILE  DATA  TERMINALS  (MDTS).  WE  HAVE  BEGUN  INCREMENTAL 
MDT  PURCHASING  FOR  TRIAL  USE  IN  THE  FIFTH  POLICE  DISTRICT.  IT  IS 
OUR  INTENTION  TO  INSTALL  THESE  MINI-COMPUTERS  IN  EVERY 
MARKED  POLICE  VEHICLE.  THE  USE  OF  THE  MDTS  WILL  ALLOW 
OFFICERS  TO  REMAIN  IN  THE  FIELD  WHEN  PREPARING  REPORTS, 
RESPOND  MORE  QUICKLY  TO  SERVICE  CALLS  AND  IMPROVE  SUSPECT 
IDENTIFICATION  AND  RESPONSE  TIME.  COMPLEMENTING  THIS 
TECHNOLOGY  IS  OUR  NEW  COMPUTER  TRAINING  LAB  LOCATED  AT  THE 
POLICE  ACADEMY,  WHERE  TRAINING  IN  WORD  PROCESSING 
TECHNIQUES,  DATA  BASE.  AND  ELECTRONIC  SPREADSHEET 
APPLICATIONS  IS  CURRENTLY  BEING  PROVIDED  TO  ALL  MID-LEVEL 
PERSONNEL,  BOTH  SWORN  AND  CIVILIAN,  AS  WELL  AS  ENTRY  LEVEL 
RECRUITS. 

THE  RESTRUCTURING  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  ACHIEVE  GREATER 
EFFICIENCY  AND  ACCOUNTABILITY  THAT  I  PREVIOUSLY  DISCUSSED 
WITH  YOU,  HAS  BEEN  LARGELY  COMPLETED.  THIS  HAS  RESULTED  IN 
GREATER  ORGANIZATIONAL  EFFICIENCY  AND  ECONOMY  IN  CARRYING 
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OUT  ALL  OF  OUR  OPERATIONAL  RESPONSIBILITIES. 

WE  ARE  CURRENTLY  INVOLVED  IN  THE  ACCREDITATION  PROCESS  OF 
CALEA.  THE  PROCESS  CONSISTS  OF  FIVE  PHASES:  APPLICATION, 
AGENCY  PROFILE,  SELF-ASSESSMENT,  ON-SITE  ASSESSMENT  AND 
COMMISSION  REVIEW  AND  DECISION.    WE  ARE  IN  THE  THIRD  PHASE, 
SELF  ASSESSMENT  WHICH  SHOULD  BE  COMPLETED  WITHIN  THE  NEXT 
13  MONTHS. 

THE  STATUS  OF  THE  CADET  PROGRAM  IS  UNCHANGED.  THAT  IS,  THE 
PROGRAM  REMAINS  144  ENROLLMENT  SLOTS  BELOW  THE  1992  LEVEL 
OF  244.    HOWEVER,  WE  ARE  SEEKING  A  PARTNERSHIP  WITH  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT,  THROUGH  ITS  CORPORATION  FOR  NATIONAL 
AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICE'S  AMERICORPS/DIRECT  GRANT  FUNDING 
PROGRAM  THAT  WOULD  PROVIDE  A  PARTIAL  FUNDING  SOURCE  FOR 
OUR  CADET  PROGRAM.  WE  ARE  ALSO  IN  PARTNERSHIP  WITH  THE  D.  C. 
PUBLIC  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  TO  LAUNCH  THE  JUNIOR  POLICE  CADET 
SERVICE  PROGRAM,  PROVIDING  ACADEMIC  CREDIT  FOR  THE  PUBLIC 
SAFETY-RELATED  VOLUNTEER  COMMUNITY  SERVICE  EFFORTS  OF  ITS 
PARTICIPATING  STUDENTS.  IN  THIS  EFFORT,  ABOUT  144  DS-1  CADET 
POSITIONS  PREVIOUSLY  ELIMINATED  WOULD  BE  RESTORED,  ALONG 
WITH  THE  INFUSION  OF  106  ADDITIONAL  DS-1  CADET  POSITIONS; 
CREATING  AN  ADDITIONAL  250  JUNIOR  METROPOLITAN  POLICE 
DEPARTMENT  CADETS.  PARTICIPATING  DISTRICT  HIGH  SCHOOL 
STUDENTS  WOULD  RECEIVE  ACADEMIC  CREDIT  TOWARD  FULFILLING 
THEIR  COMMUNITY  SERVICE  REQUIREMENT  BY  PARTICIPATING  IN  THIS 
VOLUNTEER  PUBLIC  SAFETY-ORIENTED  COMMUNITY  SERVICE 
PROGRAM.  WE  APPRECIATE  THE  SCHOOL  SUPERINTENDENT'S 
EFFORTS  IN  THIS  REGARD. 

IN  CARRYING  OUT  OUR  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  IN  FY94,  WE  HAVE 
ELIMINATED  THREE  OF  THE  FOUR  UNITS  ORIGINALLY  IDENTIFIED  FOR 
TERMINATION:  THE  COMMUNITY  RELATIONS  DIVISION,  THE  OFFICE  OF 
PROFESSIONAL  STANDARDS,  AND  THE  INTELLIGENCE  DIVISION. 
HOWEVER,  BE  ASSURED  THAT  THE  VITAL  SERVICES  OF  THESE  UNITS 
HAVE  NOT  BEEN  TERMINATED.  THEIR  DUTIES  HAVE  BEEN 
CONSOLIDATED  AND  MERGED  WITH  THOSE  OF  OTHER  UNITS  WITH  NO 
LOSS  OF  SERVICES  TO  THE  PUBLIC.  THE  HELICOPTER  BRANCH.  AS  YOU 
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KNOW,  WAS  SCHEDULED  FOR  ELIMINATION  IN  FY  1994.  BUT  WE  HAVE 
CONTINUED  THE  UTILIZATION  OF  THIS  UNIT  DUE  TO  THE  VITAL  SUPPORT 
SERVICE  IT  PROVIDES. 

THE  CONDITION  OF  OUR  FLEET  CONTINUES  TO  BE  ONE  OF  MY  MAJOR 
CONCERNS.  IN  FY93,  WE  PURCHASED  226  NEW  VEHICLES.  THIS 
SERVED  TO  REDUCE  DOWNTIME.  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR  THE  PURCHASE  OF 
249  ADDITIONAL  FOUR-WHEEL  VEHICLES.  AT  A  COST  OF  $3.4  MILLION. 
WILL  ENABLE  US  TO  MAINTAIN  A  VIABLE  VEHICLE  REPLACEMENT 
SCHEDULE  INTO  THE  FUTURE.   IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  WE  WILL  CONTINUE 
TO  REPLACE  OLDER  VEHICLES  WITH  THE  PURCHASE  OF  AN  ADDITIONAL 
1 25  VEHICLES  AT  AN  APPROXIMATE  COST  OF  $1 .8  MILLION.  FURTHER 
STRENGTHENING  OUR  VEHICLE  REPLACEMENT  SCHEDULE. 

THIS  FISCAL  YEAR  WE  HAVE  ALREADY  MOVED  TO  CHANGE  THE 
STRUCTURE  AND  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  FLEET  MANAGEMENT 
DIVISION.   RECENTLY  WE  HIRED  A  CIVILIAN  MANAGER  FOR  THE  FIRST 
TIME.  HE  IS  PURSUING  COST  CUTTING  MEASURES  AND  OTHER  WAYS 
OF  INCREASING  OPERATIONAL  EFFICIENCY,  FOR  EXAMPLE,  OUT- 
SOURCING PREVENTIVE  MAINTENANCE,  REPAIRS  AND  LIKE  SERVICES.  I 
AM  AWAITING  HIS  RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  FURTHER  OUT-SOURCING  OF 
FLEET  MAINTENANCE,  PRIOR  TO  MAKING  A  FINAL  DECISION  ON  THE 
OPERATION'S  ULTIMATE  DIRECTION.  AS  MANY  OF  YOU  KNOW,  THIS 
STRATEGY'S  EFFECTIVENESS,  IN  VARYING  DEGREES.  HAS  BEEN 
DEMONSTRATED  IN  MANY  OTHER  METROPOLITAN  AREA  AND  FEDERAL 
LAW  ENFORCEMENT  FLEET  OPERATIONS. 

WE  HAVE  EFFECTIVELY  DECENTRALIZED  THE  DEPARTMENTS  BUDGET 
PROCESS  AND  GRANTED  LIMITED  PURCHASING  AUTHORITY  TO 
INDIVIDUAL  UNITS  OF  RESPONSIBILITY.  THIS  ALLOWS  COMMANDERS  TO 
ACQUIRE  NEEDED  SUPPLIES  IN  AN  EFFICIENT  MANNER  AND  ELIMINATES 
THE  NEED  TO  TIE  UP  OTHER  PERSONNEL  IN  MAKING  MINOR 
ACQUISITION  SIGN-OFFS,  PLUS  OVERCOMING  THE  INHERENT  WASTE  IN 
THE  TIME  TAKEN  UP  IN  WAITING  FOR  THE  DELIVERY  OF  ESSENTIAL 
MATERIALS. 

OUR  PROPERTY  DIVISION'S  EVIDENCE  TRACKING  AND  AUDITING 
SYSTEM  WILL  BE  SIGNIFICANTLY  IMPROVED  DURING  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR. 
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THE  SYSTEM  WILL  BE  AUTOMATED,  SAVING  PERSONNEL  COSTS  AND 
ENHANCING  THE  DEPARTMENTS  ACCURACY  AND  ABILITY  TO  RAPIDLY 
LOCATE  AND  TRACK  VARIOUS  ITEMS.  THE  SOFTWARE  FOR  THIS  HAS 
BEEN  ACQUIRED  AND  THE  HARDWARE  INSTALLATION  HAS  BEEN 
COMPLETED  -  THE  SYSTEM  IS  NOW  ON-LINE.  THIS  WILL  BRING 
GREATER  INTERNAL  ACCOUNTABILITY  TO  THE  PROPERTY  CONTROL 
PROCESS  BY  IMPROVING  THIS  DIVISION'S  GENERAL  SECURITY  AND 
ENHANCING  ITS  PROPERTY  PURGING  AND  INVENTORY  MAINTENANCE 
FUNCTIONS. 

OUR  POLICE  AND  FIRE  CLINIC  WILL  REMAIN  OPEN  IN  FY  1994  AND  FY-95. 
MANY  COST  SAVING  MEASURES  HAVE  BEEN  DEVELOPED  FOR  THE 
CLINIC  AND  ARE  IN  VARIOUS  STAGES  OF  IMPLEMENTATION,  LIKE  THE 
ADOPTION  OF  BULK  PURCHASING  AS  OUR  PRIMARY  PHARMACEUTICAL 
PROCUREMENT  STRATEGY  AIMED  TO  REDUCE  COSTS.  THESE  AND 
OTHER  MEASURES  WILL  CURB  THE  CLINIC'S  EXPENDITURE  RATE  AND 
IMPROVE  ITS  OVERALL  PERFORMANCE  LEVEL.  FOR  EXAMPLE,  PATIENT 
SCHEDULING  AND  BILLING  ACTIVITIES  AS  WELL  AS  PRESCRIPTION 
RECORDS,  PHARMACEUTICAL  PRESCRIPTION  PREPARATION,  AND 
DIAGNOSTIC  PREDICTION  FUNCTIONS  CAN  ALL  BE  AUTOMATED.  WE 
HAVE  IDENTIFIED  THE  BEST  POSSIBLE  SOFTWARE  AND  WILL 
INTEGRATE  IT  INTO  OUR  HARDWARE,  AS  SOON  AS  FUNDS  BECOME 
AVAILABLE. 

WE  ARE  NOW  WELL  ON  OUR  WAY  TO  ACHIEVING  OUR  GOAL  OF 
PUTTING  APPROXIMATELY  200  OFFICERS  BACK  ON  THE  STREET,  WHO 
PREVIOUSLY  FILLED  SUPPORT  POSTS.  AS  OUR  CIVILIANIZATION  AND 
AUTOMATION  EFFORTS  EXPAND,  OUR  ABILITY  TO  REASSIGN  THESE 
OFFICERS  WILL  PROCEED  AT  A  QUICKER  PACE. 

FURTHER,  UNDER  THE  REDEPLOYMENT  AUTHORIZATION,  WE  HAVE  RE- 
HIRED 30  PREVIOUSLY  RETIRED  OFFICERS.  THESE  RE-HIRES 
SIGNIFICANTLY  REDUCE  THE  AMOUNT  OF  TRAINING  NEEDED  TO  BE 
PROVIDED  TO  NEW  CADETS,  PLACES  SEASONED  OFFICERS  ON  THE 
STREET,  AND  DIMINISHES  THE  PAYROLL  COST  REQUIRED  FOR  TRAINED 
AND  CAPABLE  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  PERSONNEL  THIS  IS  BUT  ONE 
EXAMPLE  OF  OUR  MOVE  TO  PUT  MORE  RESOURCES  ON  THE  STREET. 
MORE  OFFICERS  ON  THE  STREET  WILL  NOT  ONLY  INCREASE  POLICE 
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PRESENCE  AND  VISIBILITY,  BUT  IT  WILL  ALSO  REDUCE  THE  LEVEL  OF 
FEAR  AMONG  OUR  CITIZENS  AND  WITHIN  OUR  NEIGHBORHOODS. 
THESE  OFFICERS  WILL  BE  ASSIGNED  TO  NEIGHBORHOOD  AREAS, 
PRIMARILY  IN  FOOT  PATROLS  AND  SHORT  SCOUT  CAR  BEATS.  AS  OUR 
COMMUNITY  POLICING  PHILOSOPHY  CONTINUES  TO  TAKE  HOLD 
THROUGHOUT  THE  FORCE  AND  WITHIN  EVERY  POLICE  DISTRICT, 
RELATIONS  BETWEEN  CITIZENS  AND  POLICE  WILL  MEASURABLY 
IMPROVE,  CULMINATING  IN  A  CRIME  PREVENTION  AND  REDUCTION 
COLLABORATIVE  RELATIONSHIP  THAT  PRODUCES  EFFECTIVE  AND 
LASTING  RESULTS. 

IN  1995,  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  OVERTIME  BUDGET  WILL  BE  EXACTLY  THE 
SAME  AS  IN  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR,  CONTINUING  A  SLIGHT  REDUCTION 
FROM  PRIOR  YEARS.  THE  ACQUISITION  OF  GRANT  FUNDS  WILL  BE  OUR 
MAIN  STRATEGY  FOR  CLOSING  THIS  GAP.  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  OF 
THIS  TYPE  ALLOWS  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  NEW  CRIME  INITIATIVES 
TO  ADDRESS  SPECIFIC  PUBLIC  SAFETY  ISSUES. 

TO  AUGMENT  THESE  EFFORTS,  AND  ASSURE  THE  RECRUITMENT  AND 
SELECTION  OF  THE  BEST  PEOPLE  FOR  THE  JOB,  WE  HAVE  REVAMPED 
THE  POLICE  OFFICER  HIRING  PROGRAM.  THE  MAJOR  FOCUS  OF  THIS 
POLICY  IS  A  TOTALLY  NEW  ENTRANCE  LEVEL  TEST  AND  UPGRADED 
ENTRANCE  STANDARDS  FOR  POTENTIAL  OFFICERS. 

EQUALLY  IMPORTANT  ARE  THE  NEWLY  IMPLEMENTED  PROMOTIONAL 
PROCEDURES  THAT  RESULTED  IN  THE  INTRODUCTION  OF  NEW  TESTS. 
NEW  PROCEDURES  AND  REQUIREMENTS  HAVE  BEEN  INSTITUTED  TO 
ASSURE  EQUITY  AND  FAIRNESS  IN  PROMOTIONS  AND  ALSO  ASSURE 
THAT  NOT  ONLY  THE  BEST  OFFICERS  GET  PROMOTED,  BUT  ALSO 
RECEIVE  THE  PROMOTIONAL  RECOGNITION  THEY  DESERVE. 

LAST  YEAR  I  CAME  BEFORE  YOU  AND  STATED  THAT  "NEW  APPROACHES 
WERE  NEEDED  IN  THE  AREA  OF  TRAINING"  AND  I  INFORMED  YOU  THAT 
WE  WERE  ABOUT  TO  LAUNCH  A  NATIONAL  SEARCH  FOR  A  CIVILIAN 
DIRECTOR  OF  TRAINING.  THE  NEW  CIVILIAN  TRAINING  DIRECTOR  IS 
NOW  ON  BOARD  AND  IS  BUSY  REVAMPING  THE  ENTIRE  PROGRAM.  WE 
WILL  ASSIST  HIS  EFFORTS  BY  ALLOCATING  $250,000  IN  THE  FY  94 
BUDGET  TO  ENHANCE  OUR  RECRUITMENT  EFFORT,  AND  ADD  AN 
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ADDITIONAL  $300,000  TO  EXPAND  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  RESIDENTIAL 
TRAINING  PROGRAM  -  BASED  AT  QUANTICO  MARINE  BASE  --  BOTH  THIS 
FISCAL  YEAR  AND  IN  FY  1995.  EARLY  FEEDBACK  FROM  THIS  PROGRAM 
INDICATES  THAT  TRAINEES  STUDYING  IN  THE  QUANTICO  ENVIRONMENT 
ARE  MORE  FOCUSED  AND  TEST  BETTER  THAN  THEIR  PEERS  WHO 
WERE  NOT  EXPOSED  TO  THIS  PROGRAM  DURING  THEIR  TRAINING. 

THE  DEPARTMENTS  OUTSIDE  TRAINING  BUDGET  IS  $360,000  IN  FY94 
AND  FY95.  THIS  WAS  DONE  TO  SPUR  THE  PROVISION  OF  EMPLOYEE 
CAREER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  DIVERSIFIED  TRAINING  OPPORTUNITIES 
TO  ALL  EMPLOYEES.  AND  MID-LEVEL  PERSONNEL  IN  PARTICULAR. 

WE  SERVE  A  DIVERSE  COMMUNITY.   I  REMAIN  CONCERNED  ABOUT 
COMPLAINTS  OF  DECLINING  PERFORMANCE,  BUT  AS  STATED,  WE  HAVE 
INCREASED  OUR  TRAINING  BUDGET  IN  LARGE  PART  TO  COUNTER  THIS 
PERCEIVED  TREND.  WE  WILL  SOON  BEGIN  COMPREHENSIVE  MULTI- 
CULTURAL TRAINING  TO  ALL  OF  OUR  PERSONNEL.  IN  SUCH  TRAINING 
MEMBERS  ARE  REQUIRED  TO  SERIOUSLY  CONSIDER  ISSUES  OF  BIAS 
AWARENESS,  CROSS-CULTURAL  COMMUNICATION,  CONFLICT 
RESOLUTION  AND  PREJUDICE  REDUCTION. 

UNACCEPTABLY  HIGH  LEVELS  OF  CRIME  AND  VIOLENCE  PERSIST.  THE 
MOST  UNACCEPTABLE  AND  DISTURBING  CRIME  LEVEL  IS  THE 
INCREASING  HOMICIDE  RATE.  HOWEVER,  WITH  THE  EXCEPTION  OF 
HOMICIDE,  OUR  FALL  CRIME  INITIATIVE  RESULTED  IN  AN  OVERALL 
REDUCTION  IN  THE  CRIME  RATE  IN  THIS  CITY. 

IN  AN  ATTEMPT  TO  REDUCE  THE  DEPRESSING  HOMICIDE  TREND,  I  HAVE 
REASSIGNED  A  SUBSTANTIAL  NUMBER  OF  DETECTIVES  AND 
INVESTIGATORS  TO  THE  HOMICIDE  BRANCH.  THIS  BRANCH  IS  NOW 
NEARLY  DOUBLE  IN  SIZE. 

THE  'VIOLENT  CRIME  AND  GANG  TASK  FORCE",  WHICH  FOCUSES  ITS 
EFFORTS  ON  IDENTIFYING  AND  TARGETING  MEMBERS  OF  VIOLENT 
DRUG  GANGS  FOR  SUPPRESSION  HAS  DEMONSTRATED  AN  IMPACT  ON 
THE  INCIDENCE  OF  VIOLENT  YOUTH  CRIME.  THE  "WEED  AND  SEED" 
PROGRAM,  COMPRISED  OF  JOINT  MPD  AND  FEDERAL  LAW 
ENFORCEMENT  OPERATIONS,  IS  A  GRANT  FUNDED  PROGRAM  LOCATED 
IN  AN  AREA  WHICH  DEMONSTRATED  A  HIGH  INCIDENCE  OF  CRIME.  THE 
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PROGRAM  CONCEPT  FIRST  "WEEDS"  THE  SPECIFICALLY  TARGETED 
AREA  WITH  COORDINATED  LOCAL  AND  FEDERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT 
ANTI-DRUG  AND  VIOLENCE  DISRUPTION  TACTICS  AND  THEN  "SEEDS" 
THAT  SAME  AREA  WITH  SOCIAL  SERVICES  AND  PHYSICAL 
REHABILITATION  ACTIVITIES.  BOTH  TASK  FORCES  CONTINUE  TO  BE 
EFFECTIVE. 

THESE  ARE  BUT  A  FEW  OF  THE  ANTI-CRIME  INITIATIVES  THAT  WE  HAVE 
UNDERTAKEN  TO  "RE-CLAIM"  OUR  CITY  FROM  ITS  CRIMINAL  ELEMENTS. 
NEW  POLICING  STRATEGIES,  A  STRONG  FOCUS  ON  ERADICATING 
SPECIFIC  NEIGHBORHOOD  POCKETS  OF  VIOLENT  CRIME,  A  CITY-WIDE 
CRACK-DOWN  ON  DRUGS  AND  VICE,  AND  A  REDOUBLED  EFFORT  BY 
UNIFORMED  OFFICERS  TO  SEEK  OUT  AND  DEAL  WITH  POTENTIAL 
PROBLEMS  BEFORE  THEY  BECOME  CRIMES  ~  TAKING  A  PRO-ACTIVE, 
COMMUNITY-ORIENTED  POLICING  ROLE,  AS  OPPOSED  TO  A  RE-ACTIVE 
POSTURE.  THESE  ARE  OUR  ONGOING  CRIME  INTERDICTION 
INITIATIVES.  COUPLED  WITH  OUR  INCREASED  STRATEGIC  USE  OF  FOOT 
AND  BICYCLE  PATROLS  AND  ADDITIONAL  SQUAD  CARS,  THE  PRESENCE 
AND  VISIBILITY  OF  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  OFFICERS  WILL  BE  ENHANCED 
THROUGHOUT  WASHINGTON  D.C.  AS  A  WHOLE. 

THOUGH  THE  MEDIA  PLAYS  UP  EACH  CRIME,  MAYBE  AS  IT  SHOULD,  THE 
OVERALL  CRIME  RATE  FOR  THE  FIRST  PART  OF  FY94  IS  ACTUALLY 
DOWN.  WE  ARE  MAKING  PROGRESS.  WE  ARE  MAKING  A  DIFFERENCE. 

THE  CRIME  AND  VIOLENCE  PROBLEMS  POSED  BY  SOME  OF  OUR  YOUTH 
ARE  FORMIDABLE.  THE  RATES  OF  DRUG  ABUSE  AND  GANG 
MEMBERSHIP  AMONG  DC.  YOUTH  AND  YOUNG  ADULTS  ARE 
PARTICULARLY  DISTURBING.  YOUTH  DRUG  OFFENSES  AND  TOTAL 
JUVENILE  OFFENSES  INCREASED  SIGNIFICANTLY  IN  1993  OVER  1992. 
FURTHERMORE,  THE  INCIDENCE  OF  VIOLENT  CRIMES  OCCURRING  IN 
AND  AROUND  SCHOOLS  IS  PRESENTLY  INCREASING  AT  AN  ALARMING 
RATE.  TO  COMBAT  THIS  INTOLERABLE  SITUATION  WE  HAVE  INCREASED 
THE  NUMBER  OF  OFFICERS  IN  AND  AROUND  SCHOOLS.    WE  HAVE 
UNDERTAKEN  SEVERAL  YOUTH-TARGETED  INTERVENTION  AND 
EDUCATION  PROGRAMS  AS  WELL. 

FOR  EXAMPLE,  IN  THE  SEVENTH  POLICE  DISTRICT  WHERE  VIOLENT 
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CRIME  CONTINUES  TO  BE  THE  HIGHEST  AMONG  THE  SEVEN  DISTRICTS, 
THE  OFFICERS  OF  7D  ACTIVELY  SUPPORT  AND  OPERATE  A  BOY 
SCOUTS  OF  AMERICA,  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  "EXPLORERS"  PROGRAM.  IN 
THIS  EXPLORERS  POST  PROGRAM,  YOUTH  WHO  ARE  BORN,  RAISED 
AND  ATTEND  SCHOOL  IN  THE  SEVENTH  POLICE  DISTRICT,  RECEIVE  AN 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  BENEFIT  FROM  THE  "EXPLORING"  EXPERIENCE  AND 
GAIN  VALUABLE  TRAINING  AND  COUNSELING  RELATED  TO  POLICING  AS 
A  PROFESSION.  CURRENTLY,  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  EXPLORERS 
PROVIDE  VALUABLE  COMMUNITY  SERVICE  THROUGH  LAW 
ENFORCEMENT-ORIENTED  EXPLORERS  POSTS  OPERATING  IN  THE 
FOURTH,  FIFTH,  SIXTH  AND  SEVENTH  POLICE  DISTRICTS.  THESE 
EXPLORERS  SERVE  AS  PEER-CONFLICT  MEDIATION  AND  RESOLUTION 
COUNSELORS  TO  OTHER  YOUTH,  CLEAN  VACANT  LOTS  IN  THESE  FOUR 
DISTRICTS  AND  ESCORT  SENIOR  CITIZENS  THROUGH  DANGEROUS 
AREAS  TO  RECEIVE  CHECKS  OR  PICKUP  MEDICATIONS. 

DURING  THE  BALANCE  OF  THIS  FISCAL  YEAR  AND  THROUGHOUT  FY 
1995,  WE  WILL  EXPAND  THE  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  EXPLORERS  POST 
CONCEPT  TO  THE  REMAINING  3  POLICE  DISTRICTS,  WITH  THE  GOAL  OF 
EVENTUALLY  EXPANDING  THE  DEPARTMENTS  TOTAL  EXPLORER'S 
PROGRAM  MEMBERSHIP  TO  140,  IF  OUR  AMERICORPS  GRANT  FUNDS 
ACQUISITION  EFFORTS  ARE  SUCCESSFUL. 

THROUGH  THIS  AND  OTHER  SUCH  PROGRAMS,  WE  WILL  PLACE 
GREATER  EMPHASIS  UPON  REDIRECTING  WASHINGTON  YOUTH  AWAY 
FROM  CRIME  AND  IN  THE  DIRECTION  OF  VOLUNTEERISM,  SELF- 
SACRIFICE  AND  SELF-ACTUALIZATION.  THE  DEPARTMENT  WILL  ALSO 
STRIVE  TO  MAINTAIN  THE  HIGH  LEVEL  OF  COOPERATION  WITH  THE 
MAYOR'S  YOUTH  INITIATIVE  OFFICE,  WHILE  EXPANDING  THE 
COMMUNITY  SERVICE  PARTNERSHIP  ALREADY  BEGUN  BETWEEN 
SPECIFIC  D.  C.  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES,  THE  METROPOLITAN  POLICE 
BOYS  AND  GIRLS  CLUBS  OF  WASHINGTON,  SEVERAL  UNIVERSITY 
PARTNERS,  AND  THE  BOY  SCOUTS  OF  AMERICA'S  NATIONAL  CAPITAL 
AREA  COUNCIL 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THANK  YOU  AND  THE  COMMITTEE  FOR  THIS 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  OUR  MAJOR  PROGRAM  PLANS  FOR  FY  1994 
AND  FY  1995.  NOW  I  WOULD  BE  HAPPY  TO  RESPOND  TO  ANY 
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Highlights  of  Police  Chief's  Statement 

Chief  Thomas.  Good  afternoon.  Chairman  Dixon,  appropriations 
subcommittee  Members,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  it  is  a  distinct 
pleasure  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
present  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  revised  budget  request 
for  fiscal  year  1994  and  the  operating  budget  request  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 

Although  the  city  continues  to  face  major  budgetary  problems, 
the  residents  of  this  fine  community  have  made  clear  their  con- 
cerns for  continuing  adequate  financial  support  for  public  safety.  I 
assure  you  the  Department  supports  and  intends  to  demonstrate 
its  compliance  with  the  Mayor's  cost  reduction  policies  without 
compromising  the  quality  and  level  of  law  enforcement  services  to 
our  community. 

The  Department's  total  revised  operating  budget  request  for  fis- 
cal year  1994  is  $227,196  million,  5,429  full-time  equivalent  posi- 
tions, a  net  increase  of  $298,000  for  fiscal  year  1994.  These  5,429 
positions  are  comprised  of  929  civilians,  and  4,500  sworn  officers. 

The  net  increase  reflects  a  $4.5  million  reduction  in  projected 
lapse  salaries  in  FY-94  and  $4,798  miUion  in  carryover  funds  from 
fiscal  year  1993  for  major  equipment  upgrades  and  equipment  ac- 
quisitions. 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  our  operating  budget  request  is  $226,898  mil- 
lion; the  number  of  FTE  positions  remains  the  same  as  in  fiscal 
year  1994. 

The  continuing  budget  crunch  has  forced  us  to  make  many  belt- 
tightening  decisions.  We  have  made  them  without  jeopardizing  the 
current  level  of  public  safety  to  our  citizens.  We  must  continue  to 
expand  our  training  and  other  career  opportunities  for  our  staff, 
both  sworn  and  civilian,  and  we  must  continue  with  our 
civilianization  expansion. 

technical  enhancements 

Our  pursuit  of  technical  enhancements  within  the  Department 
includes  the  Washington  Area  Criminal  Intelligence  Information 
System,  which  is  an  automated  intelligence  collection  system,  com- 
puter training  laboratory,  photo  imaging,  putting  in  an  area-wide 
network  with  local  area  networks  among  our  seven  police  districts, 
automating  our  property  inventory  system,  upgrading  our  tele- 
phone system  from  rotary  phones  to  Touch  Tone  phones,  field  test- 
ing mobile  computers  in  the  cars — we  will  put  25  MDTs  in  our  cars 
to  test  that  process — automating  our  time  and  attendance  system, 
and  providing  training  equipment  and  software  for  our  computers. 

RESTRUCTURING  COMPLETE 

The  restructuring  of  the  MPD  is  complete;  we  revised  the  organi- 
zational structure  in  the  fall  of  1993  to  increase  the  efficiency  of 
the  Department.  We  think  that  is  having  a  positive  effect  now. 

CADET  PROGRAM 

The  status  of  our  cadet  program  remains  at  100  positions,  which 
is  actually  down  from  the  1992  level  of  244.  We  have  an  ongoing 
partnership  with  D.C.  pubUc  schools  to  institute  a  junior  cadet  pro- 
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gram  where  we  can  bring  young  kids  in,  who  have  to  do  community 
service  work,  and  have  them  work  in  our  community,  in  our  poHce 
cadet  program  without  cost.  We  will  probably  give  them  some  sort 
of  a  stipend,  but  our  paid  positions  are  100. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  IMPLEMENTED 

In  carrying  out  the  reorganization  plan  in  1994,  we  eliminated 
three  of  the  four  units  originally  identified  for  elimination — the 
Community  Relations  Division,  the  Office  of  Professional  Standards 
and  the  Intelligence  Division — ^but  I  want  to  assure  you  that  the 
vited  services  of  these  units  have  not  been  terminated.  Their  duties 
have  been  consolidated  and  merged  with  the  other  units. 

HELICOPTER  BRANCH  RETAINED 

The  Helicopter  Branch  has  not  been  scheduled  for  elimination  in 
the  fiscal  year  1994  budget;  it  remains  a  vital  service  that  we  need 
for  our  community. 

VEHICLE  fleet/condition 

The  condition  of  our  fleet:  In  fiscal  year  1993  we  purchased  226 
new  vehicles.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  we  are  purchasing  249  four-wheel 
vehicles;  the  cost  in  fiscal  year  1994  is  $3.4  million.  In  fiscal  year 
1995,  we  plEin  to  buy  125  vehicles  at  a  cost  of  $1.8  million. 

We  have  already  moved  to  change  the  structure  of  our  Fleet 
Management  Division.  We  reassigned  the  inspector  who  had  been 
in  charge  of  our  fleet  and  hired  a  civilian  fleet  manager  to  manage 
the  fleet.  We  are  also  exploring  ways  in  which  to  out-source  some 
of  the  services  performed  at  the  Fleet  Division.  We  currently  out- 
source preventive  maintenance  repairs,  such  as  oil  changes. 

budget  process  decentralized 

We  have  decentralized  the  budget  process  and  granted  limited 
authority  to  individual  units  to  handle  part  of  their  budget  in  order 
to  quickly  get  expendable  supplies  they  might  need. 

POLICE  AND  FIRE  CLINIC 

Our  Police  and  Fire  Clinic  remains  open  in  fiscal  years  1994  and 
1995.  We  have  instituted  many  cost  saving  measures  that  will  pay 
greater  dividends  in  the  future. 

FOOT  PATROLS  AND  REHIRED  OFFICERS 

We  are  well  on  our  way  to  achieving  the  goal  of  putting  approxi- 
mately 200  officers  back  on  the  street,  positions  previously  occupied 
by  uniformed  officers.  We  have  rehired  30  retired  officers.  These  of- 
ficers will  be  assigned  to  neighborhoods  where  they  will  primarily 
be  on  foot  patrol  and  scooter  beats.  We  think  that  is  a  very  impor- 
tant program,  to  return  these  experienced  officers  to  police  our 
neighborhoods.  While  they  are  walking,  they  will  also  serve  as 
training  officers  for  some  of  our  new  recruits. 

COMMUNITY  POLICING 

Our  community  policing  philosophy  continues  to  take  hold 
throughout  the  city,  and  we  think  we  are  seeing  a  measurable  in- 
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crease  in  the  relationship  and  satisfaction  with  the  complete  serv- 
ices we  are  providing  our  citizens. 

OVERTIME  BUDGET 

In  1995,  the  Department's  overtime  budget  will  remain  the  same 
as  it  is  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

HIRING  POLICIES  REVAMPED 

We  have  completely  revamped  our  hiring  policies  at  entry  level. 
We  developed  an  entirely  new  entrance  exam  with  a  minimum 
competency  of  70  percent;  we  have  now  tested  almost  4,000  appli- 
cants. We  have  actually  hired  95  to  date,  and  during  this  calendar 
year  we  should  have  on  board  a  total  of  300  new  officers.  In  addi- 
tion to  that,  we  expanded  our  recruit  training  to  26  weeks. 

TRAINING 

We  also  implemented  a  residential  training  program  at  Quantico, 
Virginia.  We  are  now  using  their  officer  candidate  school.  We  put 
our  recruits  in  that  program  for  four  weeks,  and  the  theory  here 
is  to  have  them  develop  as  a  team,  to  work  as  a  team;  and  we  can 
work  with  them  10  hours  a  day  for  a  period  of  four  weeks. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  hired  an  outside  training  director — the  po- 
sition previously  had  been  filed  by  an  inspector.  We  hired  a  retired 
lieutenant  colonel  from  the  War  College  to  head  up  our  training 
mission,  and  we  are  quite  pleased  with  the  results. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Department's  outside  training  budget  in 
fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  will  be  $360,000. 

HOMICIDE  CLOSURE  PROBLEMS 

We  continue  to  have  a  problem  with  our  homicide  closure  rate. 
We  applied  for  and  were  told  that  we  have  received  a  $300,000 
grant  to  expand  the  homicide  unit  to  put  in  some  automated  en- 
hancements for  the  detectives  in  that  unit.  We  established  a  "vio- 
lent crime  gang  task  force"  last  fall  to  focus  on  youth  in  adult 
gangs,  intelligence  collection  and  nonfatal  shootings;  and  we  are 
seeing  some  positive  results  from  that.  The  "weed  and  seed"  pro- 
gram will  continue  through  fiscal  year  1995,  comprised  of  joint 
MPD  and  Federal  law  enforcement  operations;  and  we  are  seeing 
some  positive  results  there  as  well. 

We  are  making  long  strides  to  rid  our  city  of  crime.  Some  of  our 
new  policing  strategies  focus  on  neighborhoods  where  violent 
crimes  are  occurring — a  city-wide  crackdown  on  illegal  drugs  and 
vice;  and  we  are  more  proactive  in  seeking  out — in  dealing  with 
violent  crimes;  we  have  developed  strategies  for  foot  and  bicycle  pa- 
trols, and  for  additional  scout  cars. 

TAKE-HOME  CAR  PROGRAM 

We  also  have  an  expanded  take-home  car  program.  We  just  pur- 
chased 31  new  vehicles,  put  them  on  the  street;  and  the  officers 
have  those.  We  particularly  target  officers  living  in  public  housing; 
we  currently  have  11  officers  in  public  housing,  eight  of  whom  have 
take-home  vehicles.  Within  the  next  30  days,  we  will  put  an  addi- 
tional 31  vehicles  on  the  street  as  take-home  cars.  We  think  that 
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will   have   a  positive   effect  in   the   community,   of  having  these 
marked  units  parked  throughout  the  city. 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS/POLICE  PRESENCE 

We  have  also  increased  the  number  of  officers  around  and  in  the 
schools.  We  have  a  S.A.V.E.  (School  Anti-Violence  Effort)  program, 
which  we  have  actually  in  the  schools,  attempting  to  identify 
youngsters  who  may  be  carrying  weapons;  and  there  are  some  lim- 
ited locker  room  searches.  And  that,  too,  is  having  an  effect.  The 
crime  rate  for  the  first  part  of  fiscal  year  1994  is  down;  we  are 
making  some  progress. 

HOMICIDE  RATE  DOWN 

I  am  certainly  pleased  to  announce  today — as  of  today,  the  homi- 
cide rate  is  down  3  percent,  crimes  against  persons  actually  are 
down  10  percent,  crimes  against  property,  13  percent,  for  a  total 
decrease  in  crime  of  12  percent.  I  think  we  c£in  attribute  a  lot  of 
this  success  that  we  have  had  to  some  of  the  initiatives  I  described, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  committee  Members. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  major  program 
plans  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  1995.  Now  I  will  be  happy  to  respond 
to  any  questions  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Chief. 

I  was  looking  at  my  notes.  I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  you  came 
on  the  force  just  fourteen  years  before  I  came  to  Congress.  I  mean, 
I  am  getting  old.  What  year  did  you  come  on  the  force? 

Chief  Thomas.  1965. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  I  didn't  come  until  1979,  and  you  retired  in 
1985  and  then  came  back. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  in  1992. 

OVERTIME  spending  (SEE  ALSO  PP.  851-860K) 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  ask  you  about  the  overtime,  and  it  has  noth- 
ing really  to  do  with  the  Department. 

I  maintain  that  some  of  the  numbers  in  the  budget  are  not  real 
numbers,  and  I  think  I  understand  the  motivation;  but  on  the  other 
hand,  I  have  to  recognize  that  I  am  not  looking  for  other  numbers. 
The  illustration  of  that  would  be  in  your  budget,  and  so  I  would 
ask  you,  first,  how  much  have  you  spent  in  overtime  this  year,  thus 
far? 

Chief  Thomas.  To  date,  we  have  spent  $11.6  million,  about  50 
percent  of  which  is  spent  for  mandated  court  overtime. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  That  is  when  officers  are  in  court  giving  testimony? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  If  you  could  estimate,  what  will  you  spend  by  the  end 
of  the  year?  I  mean,  just  roughly  if  you  could.  You  have  spent  $12 
million  already,  $11.6  million. 

Chief  Thomas.  I  suspect  that  we  will  probably  spend,  on  average, 
another  $6  million. 

Mr.  Gregg.  We  are  at  the  six-month  mark.  So  we  can  anticipate 
at  least  another  $6  million  in  court  overtime. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  It  is  not  an  issue  I  will  bother  you  with,  but  the  re- 
quest for  FY  1995  is  $7.5  miUion.  To  me — looking  at  the  pattern 
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of  16.2  million  in  FY  1991;  $17.4  million  in  FY  1992;  and  $14.9  mil- 
lion in  FY  1993 — $7.5  million  in  FY  1995  is  totally  unrealistic,  and 
the  low  estimates  probably  allows  the  District  to  increase  some 
other  expenditures;  but  it  is  just — it  is  nonsense  to  think  that  your 
overtime  will  be  that  low.  And  $7.5  million  was  zdlocated  this  year. 
So  it  is  a  matter  of  the  District  turning  these  numbers  around  so 
they  can  reach  some  other  goals,  and  that  is  what  causes  a  lot  of 
the  problems. 

But  that  is  not  your  problem.  I  just  wanted  to  check  the  figures 
with  you. 

POLICE  AND  FIRE  CLINIC 

And  as  I  understand  it,  as  it  relates  to  the  Police  and  Fire  Clinic, 
everyone  is  kind  of  happy  now  that  there  is  no  proposal  or  any 
more  talk  about  closing  or  contracting  out  the  facility. 

Chief  Thomas.  No,  sir.  We  have  instituted  a  number  of  cost-sav- 
ing measures,  and  we  think  that  probably  over  the  next  year  we 
will  be  able  to  save  somewhere  between  a  half  a  million  to  a  mil- 
lion dollars. 

REHIRED  OFFICERS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  And  the  officers  that  you  are — ^what  I  call  your 
"rehires," — retired  officers  that  you  have  rehired.  What  kind  of 
compensation  are  they  receiving?  Are  they  receiving  their  retire- 
ment benefits  as  well  as  an  active  salary? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes.  They  receive  their  annuity  plus  a  salary  of 
$26,614  per  annum. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Which  would  be  the  starting  salary  for  a  police  offi- 
cer? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  that  is  a  recruited  officer's  salary. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  that  was  based  on  a  policy  decision  that  you 
needed  some  of  these  senior,  more  experienced  officers? 

Chief  Thomas.  The  theory  is  to  make  these  officers  our  field 
training  officers,  to  hire  these  veterans  as  we  hire  new  officers  so 
that  we  will  have  an  experienced  base.  About  54  percent  of  our  offi- 
cers have  fewer  than  four  years  service,  and  when  the  program  was 
initially  instituted,  those  same  officers  had  fewer  than  three  years 
of  service;  so  the  theory  here  is  to  use  the  rehired  officers  as  train- 
ing officers.  And  the  bill  itself,  the  authorization  expires  in  1997. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right.  I  recall  the  bill 

UNIFORMED  OFFICER  STRENGTH 

And  what  is  the  uniform  strength  of  the  Department? 

Chief  Thomas.  We  are  right  at  4,200  sworn  officers  now.  Before 
the  end  of  the  calendar  year,  we  will  be  up  to  full  strength  of  4,500. 

Mr.  DixoN.  You  anticipate  being  there? 

Chief  Thomas.  Oh,  yes,  sir.  We  are  appointing,  on  average,  50 
a  month  now. 

IMPACT  OF  NEW  HIRES  ON  OVERTIME 

Mr.  Dixon.  Will  that  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  overtime? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  it  will,  probably  not  in  this — not  in  the 

latter  part  of  this  budget  year,  but  certainly  as  we  move  on  into 
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the  first  half  of  fiscal  year  1995.  I  think  it  will — as  these  officers 
are  on  the  street  making  arrests,  the  overtime  costs  should  in- 
crease. 

ARRESTS  INCREASE 

I  might  point  out  that  our  arrests  foi*  1993  compared  to  1992 
went  up  £dmost  2,500.  We  had  a  total  of  50,000  arrests  in  calendar 
year  1992,  compared  to  over  52,000  in  1993. 

TRAINING 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  I  gather  that  you  are  pleased  with  the  progress 
that  has  been  made  as  it  relates  to  the  training  of  new  officers. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir,  I  am  quite  pleased  with  the  new  program 
we  have  in  place  and  the  direction  that  we  are  taking,  both  for 
entry-level  training  as  well  as  inservice  training.  We  have  put  a 
program  in  place  to  train — retrain  a  lot  or  expand  a  lot  of  training 
of  our  inservice  personnel — ^to  include  officers,  detectives,  first-line 
supervisors,  lieutenants,  the  captains — and  we  are  also  working  on 
executive  development  training  for  our  inspectors  and  deputy 
chiefs. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Julian. 

CRIME  down/arrests  UP 

Crime  is  down  12  percent? 
.  Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Arrests  are  up  2,500? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  there  a  relationship  there? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  think  there  is.  I  think  there  is  certainly  a  cor- 
relation, particularly  as  it  relates  to  violent  crime. 

Our  theory  is — and  I  think  it  is  borne  out  by  the  facts — for  the 
most  part,  you  have  a  core  of  criminals  out  there  committing  a  lot 
of  crime;  and  as  we  can  get  them  off  the  street  and  they  are  serv- 
ing longer  sentences,  it  does  in  fact  reduce  crime. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Do  you  know  if  they  will  be  serving  longer  sen- 
tences? 

Chief  Thomas.  There  has  been  a  big  effort  made  in  the  Depart- 
ment of  Corrections  to  keep  those  violent  criminals  incarcerated 
and  not  have  them  in  community-based  corrections;  and  that  is  a 
commitment  that  the  Mayor  has  made  to  the  citizens,  and  I  think 
it  is  starting  to  take  shape. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Grood. 

INCREASE  IN  POLICE  OFFICERS  WITH  NO  INCREASE  IN  FUNDING 

You  said  you  will  be  up  to  4,500  full-time  police  officers,  and  you 
are  at  4,200  now? 
Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  level  of  funding  stays  the  same? 
Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 
Mr.  Walsh.  How  do  you  do  that? 
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Chief  Thomas.  We  are  funded  at  4,500.  This  budget  allows  us  to 
hire  up  to  4,500,  so  we  have  funding  for  all  the  positions  that  we 
are  going  to  fill. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Were  those  4,500  positions  funded  last  year  also? 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Where  did  that  money  go? 

Chief  Thomas.  The  lapsed  salaries  which  rolled  over  at  the  direc- 
tion of  Congress  into  our  budget.  I  made  reference  to  it.  I  think  it 
turned  out  to  be  four-point-seven  or  nine  million.  It  rolled  in  from 
fiscal  year  1993  into  fiscal  year  1994, 

mayor's  youth  and  crime  initiative 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  Mayor's  youth  and  crime  initiative,  and  the 
overall  reduction  in  crime:  Was  there  an  overall  reduction  in  youth 
crimes  or  not? 

Chief  Thomas.  There  is  a  reduction  in  youth-related  crime.  I 
think  it  is  pretty  hard  to  distinguish — my  personal  view,  the  way 
to  judge  youth  crime  is  based  on  an  arrests  base.  When  a  burglary 
is  committed,  unless  you  catch  the  burglar,  you  don't  know  whether 
it  was  committed  by  a  kid  or  an  adult. 

But  we  do  see  an  increase  in  the  violence,  or  the  number  of  vio- 
lent crimes  for  which  youth  are  arrested  for.  There  was  an  overall 
reduction  in  the  number  of  juvenile  arrests  in  fiscal  year  1993  com- 
pared to  fiscal  year  1992.  So  we  think  that  we  are  having  some  im- 
pact in  terms  of  dealing  with  a  lot  of  the — particularly  the  non- 
violent crimes  as  it  relates  to  youth. 

Where  we  do  see  a  problem  emerging  is  with  the  violent  crime 
where  the  youth  are  victims  as  well  as  perpetrators,  mostly  associ- 
ated with  gun  violence  where  there  are  guns  involved. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  all  the  questions  I  have. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Bonilla. 

Mr.  Bonilla.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

COMMENDATION  OF  CHIEF  THOMAS 

Chief,  I  would  like  to  start  out  by  sa3dng  it  is  a  real  pleasure  to 
read  about  what  you  are  doing  with  the  Department.  Any  problems 
that  you  may  have,  you  address  immediately  in  a  very  quick  and 
efficient  manner,  and  you  really  stand  out  as  a  public  servant  for 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

Oftentimes  we  sit  here  and  ask  questions  about  people,  to  ex- 
plain themselves  or  this  or  that  or  whatever;  but  I  thougnt  I  would 
just  start  out  by  saying  that,  because  it  is  something  that  I  have 
seen  consistently  since  you  have  been  in  office. 

And  also  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  Department  is  going  to 
be  dealing  with  multicultural  sensitivity  training,  which  I  ad- 
dressed last  year  in  our  hearings  and  that  only  serves  to  create 
more  positives  in  the  Department  as  the  District  improves  in  diver- 
sity with  its  ethnic  breakdown  and  so  forth. 

You  have  also  used,  I  notice,  "Explorers"  Program  in  your  Police 
Department,  which  I  think  is  another  way  of  reaching  out  and  in- 
cluding people  in  the  community  and  making  them  understand 
what  the  police  officer  is  all  about  as  a  friend,  not  just  as  someone 
who  comes  by  and  patrols  when  necessary. 

So  those  things  are  noted.  I  just  wanted  to  bring  that  up. 
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Chief  Thomas.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  do  appreciate  that. 
Mr.  BONILLA.  I  would  Uke  to  ask  just  a  couple  of  questions. 

LATINO  RECRUITMENT 

Last  year  you  told  me  that  about  3.6  percent  of  the  Departments' 
in  the  work  force  were  Latinos.  Has  that  number  increased,  Chief? 

Chief  Thomas.  Not  significantly,  to  date,  and  the  reason  for  that 
is  that  most  all  of  1993  we  did  not  hire  any  new  officers.  I  froze 
the  entry  process  until  I  could  develop  a  new  entrance  exam  and 
put  in  new  standards,  which  we  have  done.  We  tested  our  first 
group  of  applicants  in  December  of  1993,  and  we  just  started  hiring 
those  in  the  latter  part  of  March.  So  we  have  been  testing  every 
month  since  then,  on  average,  1,200  applicEints  a  month. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that  the  applicant  policy  for  Latinos  is  run- 
ning somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  8  percent;  we  think  that 
will  be  reflected  in  the  numbers  that  we  hire.  So  we — during  this 
calendar  year  and  fiscal  year,  should  see  an  increase  in  the  number 
of  Latinos  in  the  force,  and  that  number  certainly  should  increase. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Because  the  population  is  growing  proportionately 
as  well? 

Chief  Thomas.  We  have  particularly  targeted  the  Latino  commu- 
nity. We  have  advertised  in  various  Spanish  newspapers;  we  have 
done  several  media  spots.  So  we  have  had  a  big  recruitment  drive 
to  try  and  get  more  diversity  within  our  ranks  both  Latinos  and 
Asians.  I  think  we  are  doing  well  in  terms  of  gender;  about  30  per- 
cent of  all  of  our  applicants  are  female,  and  our  department  prob- 
ably now  has  a  composition  of  about  26  percent  female. 

BILINGUAL  EXAM 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Last  year  we  talked  about  the  bilingual  exam.  You 
had  104  applicants  that  were  tested  and  92  passed.  What  are  the 
statistics  this  year.  Chief? 

Chief  Thomas.  It  didn't  turn  out  as  well  as  we  had  anticipated. 
A  number  were  eligible  to  be  appointed;  however,  some  chose  not 
to  be  appointed.  Montgomery  County  almost  simultaneously  start- 
ed a  big  recruiting  drive  for  Latino  officers  and  quickly  skimmed 
off  some  of  our  candidates  out  to  Montgomery  County.  So  I  think 
out  of  the  number  that  actually  passed,  we  probably  only  hired 
about  15  percent  of  those  numbers.  I  don't  have  these  definitive 
numbers  with  me,  but  I  would  be  more  than  delighted  to  send 
them  over  for  the  record. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  I  would  appreciate  that.  Chief. 

[The  information  follows:! 
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GOVERNMENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBU 

METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

Fred  Thomas 

Chief  of  Police 


July  15,  1994 


Honorable  Henry  Bonilla 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Bonilla: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  inquiry  regarding  the  number  of  sworn  Latino 
members  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  and  our  recruiting  efforts  in  this 
regard.  Presently,  sworn  Latino  members  make  up  3%  of  the  department.  This 
number  represents  but  one  facet  of  our  extremely  diversified  workforce  and  we  are 
extremely  proud  of  our  rich  tradition  of  diversity  and  our  continued  commitment  to 
equal  employment  opportunities. 

During  my  testimony,  I  recounted  our  extensive  recruitment  efforts  to  attract  Latino 
candidates.  In  1992,  we  gave  a  bilingual  examination  and  our  of  1 04  applicants,  92 
passed  the  test.  Since  December  of  1993,  we  have  tested  3,912  applicants,  124  of 
whom  were  Latino.  Out  of  the  124,  90  individuals  passed  the  test.  So  far  this  year, 
five  Latino  members  have  been  hired. 

I  hope  this  addresses  your  inquiry  and  I  thank  you  for  your  continued  support  of  our 
efforts  to  reduce  crime  and  violence  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Sincerely, 


Fred  Thomas 
Chief  of  Police 


OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  POUCE,  300  IndUni  Avenue,  N  W.,  Suite  5080,  Wariiinglon,  DC.  20001-2188  (202)  727-4212,  4218 

AN  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYEK 
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MT.  PLEASANT-ADAMS  MORGAN  AREA/BILINGUAL  OFFICERS 

Mr.  Bonilla.  Last  year  we  also  talked  about  80  percent  of  bilin- 
gual officers  were  in  the  Mt.  Pleasant-Adams  Morgan  area.  Has 
that  number  changed  this  year? 

Chief  Thomas.  Not  significantly.  It  remains  the  same.  My  policy 
is  certainly  to  give  all  the  members  of  our  Department  equal  oppor- 
tunities to  all  positions — detectives,  bike  squad,  task  forces,  et 
cetera.  But  I  have  made  a  concerted  effort  to  try  and  overcome  lan- 
guage problems  and  keep  as  many  bilingual  officers  in  the  area 
where  we  have  the  most  need;  and  certainly  that  is  the  Mt.  Pleas- 
ant-Adams Morgan  area;  so  we  have  the  largest  percentage  of  our 
bilingual  officers  working  in  that — those  two  areas. 

POPULATION  TRENDS 

Mr.  Bonilla.  After  your  black  and  Hispanic  populations  in  the 
District,  is  the  Asian  population  the  one  that  is  growing  the  fast- 
est? 

Chief  Thomas.  I  don't  believe  so.  I  don't  believe  our  Asian  popu- 
lation, resident  population  is  hardly  growing  at  all.  We  have  cer- 
tainly a  number  of  Asian  businessmen  and  women  in  our  city,  most 
of  whom  do  not  live  in  the  city. 

We  do  have  an  emerging  Vietnamese  population.  I  don't  think 
our  Chinese  population  has  increased  significantly.  Most  of  our 
small  business  owners  are  Koreans;  again  most  of  whom  do  not  live 
in  the  city,  but  own  substantial — have  substantial  business  inter- 
ests in  Washington.  So  I  don't  think  our  Asian  population — resi- 
dent population  is  increasing  significantly. 

IMPACT  OF  RETIRED  OFFICERS 

Mr.  Bonilla.  There  was  a  nice  article  in  the  paper  just  a  few 
days  ago  about  the  retired  officers  who  were  brought  back  now. 
How  has  that  hiring  of  retired  officers  increased  the  number,  over- 
all in  the  Department,  of  officers  with  experience? 

I  think  last  year  54  percent  of  the  Department's  officers  had  less 
than  four  years  on  the  job.  Has  the  return  of  the  retirees  made  that 
figure  jump? 

Chief  Thomas.  Not  significantly.  I  think  the  key,  though,  with 
the  hiring  of  the  retired  officers  is  that  if  we  can  place  them  out 
in  the  field  judiciously  in  those  key  areas,  in  key  districts,  that 
they  can  be  a  stabilizing  force  and  they  can  serve  as  training  offi- 
cers; and  therefore,  they  will  have  a  greater  impact  overall  on  the 
officers,  as  well  as  the  community. 

But  as  we  are  just  now  starting  to  hire  the  recruits,  most  of  the 
recruits  will  not  get  onto  the  street  until  the  latter  part  of  the  sum- 
mer as  they  graduate  from  their  recruit  class;  and  then  I  think  we 
will  start  seeing  the  impact  of  these  retirees  on  influencing  the  new 
officers. 

MPD  PROTECTED  FROM  BUDGET  CUTS 

Mr.  Bonilla.  My  last  question  is,  do  you  believe  that  the  Mayor 
has  made  good  on  her  statement  and  commitment  that  she  was 
going  to  protect  and  insulate  the  Police  Department  from  budget 
cuts? 
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Chief  Thomas.  I  think  she  has.  I  think  particularly  in  fiscal  year  i 
1993  that  she  did  something  that  was  unprecedented  for  our  De- 
partment in  allowing  me  to  take  the  salaries  from  the  lapsed  sala- 
ries from  389  positions  and  move  that  money  over  to  our 
nonpersonal  services  budget,  and  as  a  result  of  that,  we  bought  500 
brand-new  personal  computers. 

We  put  local  area  networks  in  all  of  our  police  districts.  We  put 
in  a  new  telephone  system  and  a  computer-assisted  dispatch  sys- 
tem, which  had  not  been  upgraded  for  25  years. 

We  were  able  to  hire  competent  civilian  staff  to  take  over  some 
of  our  key  positions.  We  bought  additional  bicycles,  more  motor 
scooters,  more  motorcycles;  £ind  also  they  gave  me  the  authority  to 
manage  the  Department  in  a  way  in  which  it  needed  to  be  man- 
aged to  fulfill  our  needs. 

So  I  think,  to  that  extent,  she  certainly  did;  and  I  think  it  is 
showing,  as  it  relates  to  the  reduction  in  crime  and  also  as  it  re- 
lates to  the  efficiency  of  the  Department. 

NEED  TO  PUBLICIZE  CRIME  REDUCTION 

Mr.  BONILLA.  One  last  thing.  Crime  is  down,  as  you  pointed  out 
in  your  testimony.  I  think  it  is  incumbent  on  all  of  us  to  try  to  get 
that  word  out,  because  too  often  the  District  suffers  from  a  ma- 
ligned perception  that  exists  out  in  the  Heartland.  We  should  all 
carry  the  banner  out  there,  the  words  you  bring  us  today  about 
crime  being  down,  because  I  think  it  is  to  a  great  degree  the  things 
you  are  doing  in  the  Department. 

Chief  Thomas.  Yes,  sir.  I  couldn't  agree  more  that  we  need  to  do 
more  to  promote  the  good  things  we  do  in  this  city,  as  a  city,  and 
also  particularly  as  a  Police  Department;  and  I  certainly  thank  you 
for  your  interest  and  your  support. 

Mr.  BONILLA.  Thank  you.  Chief. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Walsh,  anything  further? 

Mr.  Walsh.  No  more  questions. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Walsh.  But  I  would  like  to  associate  myself  with  Congress- 
man Bonilla's  remarks  about  your  efforts  in  your  position.  And  we 
very  much  appreciate  the  good  work  that  you  are  doing. 

Chief  Thomas.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  your  support, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the  Department  to 
answer  for  the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Department's  responses  fol- 
low:] 
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Metropolitan  Police  Department 


QUESTION 


Last  year's  budget  (p.  PSJ-3,  FY  1994)  proposed  the  elimination  of  the  Police  and  Fire 
Clinic  in  1994  (FY  1993  $3,069,772  and  29  positions). 

In  the  conference  report  on  the  FY  1994  bill  (p.  8,  H.  Rept.  103-303),  the  conferees  noted 
that  the  District  has  undertaken  a  study  to  examine  the  costs  and  services  provided  by  the 
clinic  and  plamied  to  have  a  comprehensive  package  developed  by  January  1994 

(a)        What  is  the  status  of  the  comprehensive  package  and  what  is  the  situation  with  the 
Police  and  Fire  Clinic? 


RESPONSE 


(a)        Pursuant  and  responsive  to  the  requirements  of  the  conferees  of  the 

Subcommittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Director  of  the  Medical  Services 
EHvision  in  concert  with  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department's  Finance  and 
Budget  Division  initiated  an  extension  market  solicitation  process.  The  goals 
and  objectives  of  this  activity  were  not  only  to  assess  and  study  the  available 
existing  options  in  the  medical  industry  but  also  to  immediately  implement 
significant  cost  saving  measures  through  various  contractual  mechanisms. 

Results  from  health  care  market  solicitations  have  indicated  that  a  complete 
"turn-key"  privatization  approach  in  completely  satisfying  both  the 
administrative  and  legal  requirements  of  the  clinic  is  not  an  economic  and  viable 
approach  at  this  time.   However,  immediate  cost  reductions  have  been  realized 
after  implementing  independently  formulated  managed  fee  schedules  with 
contracted  hospitals  and  independent  medical  care  providers.   Additionally,  cost 
avoidance  and  reductions  are  accruing  with  the  issuance  of  only  performance  of 
duty  (POD)  and  generic  drug  prescriptions. 

Cost  containment  efforts  have  not  ceased  with  the  report  which  was  responsive 
to  the  conferees  request.   Ongoing  and  continuing  efforts  are  in  process  to 
enhance  and  augment  the  medical  services  delivery  system.   Occupational 
health,  scheduling  and  medical  diagnostics  automation  capabilities  are  being 
evaluated  and  assessed  in  an  effort  to  reduce  the  personnel  services  cost  line. 
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QUESTION 


(b)        For  the  record,  please  provide  a  copy  of  the  study  and  the 
comprehensive  package. 


RESPONSE 


(b)        FY94  Congressional  Reporting  Requirement  Pursuant  to  Congressional 
Conference  Report  Number  103-291  Dated  October  14,  1993  entitled 
"Subcontracting  Initiatives  in  Support  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  and  Fire  Clinic 
and  the  Board  of  Police  and  Fire  Surgeons"  is  provided  as  requested. 


QUESTION 

2.  Last  year  you  projected  savings  of  $700,000  from  abolishing  the  helicopter  unit  (p.  ■ 
1017,  Vol.  1).                                                                                                                                                  " 

(a)        What  is  the  status  of  the  helicopter  unit?  4 

RESPONSE 

(a)        Currently,  the  Helicopter  Unit  is  operational.   The  Police  Department  is 

negotiating  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  to  relocate  the  Helicopter 
Unit  to  Blue  Plains. 

The  Helicopter  Branch  was  restored  in  FY  1994  by  the  City  Council. 
During  fiscal  year  1993  it  was  recommended  that  the  Helicopter 
Branch  be  eliminated  representing  a  budget  reduction  of  $771 ,000 
and  24  sworn  FTE  positions.  In  the  Helicopter  Branch  $1 ,250,000 
was  realized  as  a  savings  by  liquidation  equipment.   When  the 
Council  restored  the  unit,  it  restored  only  $456,551. 

QUESTIONS. 

3.  What  is  the  status  of  your  Community  Empowerment  Policing  (CEP)  program? 
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RESPONSE 

3.         Community  Empowerment  Policing  (CEP)  bonds  police  and  residents  in  a 

working  partnership  that  can  improve  mutual  trust  as  well  as  more  effectively 
prevent  and  suppress  criminal  activity.   CEP  is  police  and  citizens  solving 
neighborhood-crime  problems  together,  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in 
every  community  throughout  the  city. 

A  Community   Empowerment  Policing  Training  curriculum  has  been  develof)ed 
to  encompass  all  aspects  of  community/police  relations.   The  training  includes 
instructions  for  new  recruits  and  seasoned  employees  that  included  problem  solving 
techniques,  citizen  empowerment,  cultural  diversity,  crisis  intervention/victim 
assistance,  and  sensitivity  training.   Future  training  will  be  developed  to  include  all 
personnel  in  sp)ecialized  units  within  the  department. 

Additionally,  the  CEP  Office  of  Technical  Assistance  has  been  coordinating 

and  providing  assistance  to  various  department  representatives 

and  other  district  government  agencies,  through  the  following  programs: 


Community  Efforts  Against  Drugs  (CEAD)  -  A  program  develojjed 
to  combat  delinquency  prevention  within  eight  (8)  designated  public 
housing  areas. 


Youth  Trauma  Services  -  A  de-briefing  team  of  police  officers, 
psychologist,  social  workers,  and  ministries  organized  to  provide 
critical  intervention  services  to  youth  who  are  victims  or  witnesses 
to  violent  crimes. 

Truce  Hotline  -  Designed  to  offer  young  people  in  the  Seventh 
District  crisis  information  resources  that  can  assist  them  in 
mediating  disputes  and  provide  an  intermediary  who  can  help 
de-escalate  potential  incidents  of  interpersonal  violence. 

Street  Games  -  A  summer  safety  program  is  being  implemented 
from  June  1994  to  August  1994,  with  30-40  Vista  Volunteers,  is 
a  comprehensive  educational,  tutorial,  sports  and  games  program 
that  focuses  on  the  development  of  character,  values,  scholastics 
and  empowerment  for  children  and  youth  residing  in  and  around 
public  housing. 

National  Night  Out  Campaign  -  Is  a  unique  crime/drug  prevention 
event  sponsored  by  the  National  Association  of  Town  Watch.   This 
event  will  take  place  Tuesday,  August  2",  1994. 
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QUESTION 


In  the  FY  1991  appropriations  bill,  Congress  increased  the  Police  Department's  small 
purchase  authority  from  $10,000.  to  $5QQ4)QQ-   There  were  complaints  that  the 
procurement  process  was  bogged  down  and  the  Police  could  not  get  tires  or  radios  or 
typewriters  so  it  was  decided  to  try  a  pilot  program  to  give  your  department  the 
authority  to  do  its  own  purchasing  up  to  $500,000. 


QUESTION 


(a)        How  is  the  program  working  —  have  you  been  allowed  to  exercise  this 
authority  without  interference  from  other  District  agencies? 


RESPONSE 


(a)        The  program,  although  still  limited  by  an  acquisition  ceiling  value  of  $500,000, 
has  enabled  the  Agency  to  undertake  and  realize  quantum  strides  in  acquiring 
state  of  the  art  law  enforcement  technology  and  equipment.   Naming  but  a  few, 
these  are: 

*  A  new  minicomputer  local  area  network  (LAN)  has  been  installed  in  each  of  the 
seven  police  districts  and  is  now  being  installed  at  police  headquarters.   These 
LAN's  will  be  linked  together  in  a  wide  area  network  identified  as  "MPDnet." 
MPDnet  will  permit  the  department  to  use  electronic  mail,  and  every  member  of 
the  department  wUl  be  assigned  an  electronic  mailbox.  These  networks  are 
comprised  of  five  hundred  microcomputers  which  were  purchased  in  Fiscal  year 
1993  and  more  than  three  hundred  additional  computers  that  will  be  purchased 
this  year. 

*  A  new  Computer  Aided  Dispatch  (CAD)  System,  which  will  be  linked  with  the 
department's  CAD  System,  has  been  installed.   The  new  system  will  go  into 
parallel  testing  with  the  existing  CAD  system  in  mid-July. 

*  Twenty-five  Mobile  Data  Terminals  (MDT's)  have  been  acquired  and  will  be 
installed  in  four-wheeled  vehicles  in  the  Fifth  District.   All  members  of  the 
Fifth  District  will  be  trained  on  the  use  of  the  MDT's  during  the  second  and 
third  weeks  of  July  and  then  the  MDT's  will  be  installed  in  scout  cars. 


An  automated  time  and  attendance  system  has  been  developed  and  is  being 
tested  by  end  users  in  the  Sixth  District.  The  computer  hardware  necessary  for 
Court  to  be  part  of  the  system  has  been  installed.  The  software  will 
automatically  keep  track  of  personnel  deployment  and  will  enable  the 
department  to  much  better  manage  its  Court  and  discretionary  overtime 
exp)enditures. 
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*  A  new  IBM  AS/400  minicomputer  has  been  purchased.  This  minicomputer  will 
run  software  that  will  afford  the  Agency  to  completely  automate  equipment  and 
financial  records.  It  will  also  permit  the  Agency  to  develop  an  imaging 
capability,  as  well  as  run  other  applications. 

*  An  upgraded  Automated  Fingerprint  Identification  System  has  been  purchased 
and  installed;   it  has  been  instrumental  in  closing  a  number  of  open  homicide 
cases. 

*  An  automated  intelligence  gathering  system,  the  Washington  Area  Criminal 
Intelligence  Information  System  (WACnS),  has  been  acquired.   This  "turn-key" 
system  is  a  powerful  case  management  tool  with  on-line  search  capability  to  link 
and  cross-reference  names,  aliases,  businesses,  vehicles,  addresses  and 
telephone  numbers.   It  will  assist  detectives  in  improving  criminal  case  closure 
rates.   If  a  query  is  made  of  a  suspect,  for  example,  the  system  will  display  a 
list  of  possible  matches  with  a  similar  name.   When  the  targeted  name  is 
selected,  the  system  will  display  all  related  involvements  such  as  associates, 
vehicles,  addresses,  and  telephone  numbers.   If  an  associate  is  selected,  the 
system  will  display  a  list  of  related  involvements  for  the  associate  and  so  forth, 
thereby  making  it  possible  for  the  investigator  to  go  as  deep  as  needed  in  the 
database  to  build  his/her  case.   This  system  links  the  intelligence  gathering 
activities  for  homicide,  narcotic,  and  other  criminal  investigations. 

*  A  new  automated  Property  Evidence  Inventory  Control  System  has  been 
acquired  and  is  being  customized  to  meet  the  Agency's  present  and  future 
needs.   It  augments  and  greatly  supplements  the  Agency's  ability  to  track 
evidence  and  property  and  incorporates  bar  coding  technology  into  the  system. 
The  ability  to  create  ad  hoc  management  reports  is  greatly  improved. 

*  The  Agency  acquired  application  software  to  automate  its  budgeting, 
procurement,  and  inventory  systems,  which  will  permit  the  Agency  to 
decentralize  the  budget  process.   Accounts  payable  will  be  automated  first,  and 
the  entire  system  is  scheduled  to  be  operational  by  fall. 

*  The  Agency  has  purchased  a  Firearms  Automated  Training  System  (FATS),  a 
firearms  shoot/don't  shoot  simulation  system. 

In  support  of  the  daily  operations  of  the  Agency,  the  increased  procurement  authority  has 
allowed  the  Contracts  and  Procurement  function  to  better  respond  in  the  supply  of  goods  and 
services.   To  name  but  a  few: 

*  The  Agency  acquired  two  hundred  and  twenty-six  new  four-wheeled  vehicles  in 
Fiscal  Year  1993  and  two  hundred  and  forty-nme  new  four-wheeled  vehicles  in 
fiscal  Year  1994;   The  Agency  plans  to  replace  an  additional  one  hundred  and 
twenty-five  vehicles  with  acquired  equipment  in  fiscal  Year  1995. 
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The  Agency  has  replaced  seven  hundred  police  radios  with  new  Saber  radios. 

Over  one  hundred  and  fifty  blanket  purchase  agreements(BPA's)  have  been 
initiated  and  are  in-place  ranging  in  every  conceivable  commodity  which  are 
required  in  order  to  be  responsive  to  the  needs  the  force  and  the  community  it 
serves  (Tires,  spare  parts,  stationary  supplies,  equipment  maintenance,  etc.) 


QUESTION 


(b)        How  much  have  you  spent  to  date  under  your  small  purchase  authority,  and 
what  do  you  project  spending  for  all  of  FY  1994? 


RESPONSE 


(b)        Since  the  inception  of  the  program  we  have  spent  $30,720,078.   The 
projected  spending  for  FY  1994  is  $20,593,684. 


QUESTION 

5.         For  the  record,  provide  a  table  showing  your  average  uniform  officer  strength  for  fiscal 
years  1991,  1992,  1993,  and  1994  to  date. 


RESPONSE 


5.         Fiscal  Year 

Average  Uniform  Officer  Strength 

FY  1991 

4,754 

FY  1992 

4,458 

FY  1993 

4,320 

FY  1994 

4,178  (as  of  June  30,  1994) 

QUESTION 


Please  provide  for  the,  recnrri  a  breakdown  of  your  total  positions  by  category  of 
positions  showing  the  number  authorized,  number  funded,  and  the  number  filled  for 
each  category  for  fiscal  years  1991,  1992,  1993,  1994,  and  1995  budgeted. 
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RESPONSE 

6. 


FY  1991 

Authorized 

Funded 

Average  Filled 

Civilian 

969 

900 

712 

Uniform 

5,133 

5,055 

4,754 

Total 

6,102 

5,955 

5,466 

FY  1992 

Authorized 

Funded 

Average  Filled 

Civilian 

992 

992 

626 

Uniform 

4,889 

4,889 

4,458 

Total 

5,881 

5,881 

5,084 

FY  1993 

Authorized 

Funded 

Average  Filled 

Civilian 

963 

963 

685 

Uniform 

4,889 

4,889 

4,320 

Total 

5,852 

5,852 

5,005 

FY  1994 

Authorized 

Funded 

Average  Filled 

Civilian 

929 

929 

742 

Uniform 

4,500 

4,500 

4,178 

Total 

5,429 

5,429 

4,920 

FY  1995  Budgeted 

Authorized 

Funded 

Civilian 

929 

929 

Uniform 

4,500 

4.500 

Total 

5,429 

5,429 

728 

Tuesday,  May  17,  1994. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  COREIECTIONS 

WITNESSES 

MARGARET  MOORE,  ACTING  DIRECTOR 

ERIAS  HYMAN,  INTERIM  DIRECTOR,  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS, 
AND  CHAIRMAN,  D.C.  PAROLE  BOARD 

PAUL  A-  QUANDER,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

DR.  WILLIAM  HALL,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  FOR  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

KATHLEEN  A.  BYRNES,  BUDGET  OFFICER 

SHIRLEY  HARMON,  ACTING  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR  FOR  ADMINISTRA- 
TION 

WILLIAM  PLAUT,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR  FOR  OPERATIONS 

VERNON  HAWKINS,  CHIEF  OF  SPECIAL  NEEDS  PROGRAMS 

BERNARD  BRAXTON,  ACTING  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR  FOR  INSTITU- 
TIONS 

MICHAEL  L.  CHAMBERS,  CHIEF  OF  PLANNING,  ANALYSIS,  AND  DATA 
RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Department  of  Corrections  is  to  protect  the  public  by  holding  pretrial  and 
convicted  people  in  a  secure  setting  and  by  increasing  the  probability  that  those  placed  in  its  care 
will  live  law-abiding  lives  after  their  release. 

Agency  Description 

The  department's  mission  is  achieved  by  providing  training  and  counselling  opportunities  during 
incarceration.  The  priorities  of  the  department  include  providing  security  for  the  citizenry  of  the 
District  and  department  wards  through  a  range  of  residential  custody  and  community  supervision 
options;  developing  programs  targeting  the  preponderance  of  residents  with  substance  abuse 
problems;  ensuring  a  healthful  and  humane  environment  that  respects  basic  physical,  spiritual, 
emotional,  and  intellectual  needs  of  all  residents;  and  promoting  a  sound  educational  and  mental 
health  status  prior  to  release. 

The  work  of  the  department  is  cartied  out  through  the  following  major  programs  of: 

■  Community  Institutions--The  department  operates  the  D.C.  Detention  Facility  located  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  where  it  holds  individuals  until  their  cases  are  adjudicated.    When  these 
detainees  are  sentenced,  all  of  whom  are  charged  to  the  care  and  custody  of  the  U.S.  Attorney 
General,  they  may  be  transferred  to  the  Cortectional  Treatment  Facility  adjacent  to  the  Detention 
Facility,  where  diagnostic  testing  is  conducted  and  programs  for  substance  abusers  and  women 
offenders  are  operated.   When  offenders  are  near  a  release  date,  they  may  be  housed  in 
Community  Cortectional  Centers,  operated  by  the  department  or  by  private  contractors. 

■  Cortectional  Institutions— The  department  operates  sentencing  facilities  located  in  Lorton, 
Virginia.    Young  adults  sentenced  under  the  Youth  Rehabilitation  Act  are  housed  at  the  Youth 
Center  at  Lorton.   Other  adults  are  assigned  to  one  of  Lorton 's  adult  facilities  according  to  their 
security  classifications. 

■  Program  Services-The  department  operates  inmate  work  details,  community  release  programs, 
and  provides  quality  assurance  for  all  institution-based  inmate  programs. 

■  Administrative  Services--The  department  provides  financial  management,  facilities  management, 
automated  inmate  data  management,  U"aining,  and  human  resource  management. 

■  Executive  Direction  and  Support-The  department  provides  inmate  health  care,  inmate 
transportation,  operational  and  management  support. 
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Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $219,793,000  and  3,949.0 

full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $23,038,000  and  a  decrease  of  144.0  FTEs  from 

the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $214,063,000  and  3,909.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $23,838,000  and  a 

decrease  of  184.0  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $5,730,000  and  40.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $800,000  and  an 

increase  of  40.0  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $242,831,000  and 

4,093.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $16,100,000  and  an  increase  of  149.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994 

budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $237,901,000  and  4,093.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of 

$16,100,000  and  an  increase  of  149.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $4,930,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 

FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  The  revised  FY  1994  budget  requests  an  increase  to  support  personal  services  costs  of 
$3,133,000  and  96  FTEs  associated  with  program  functions  that  were  to  be  contracted-out, 
privatized,  or  eliminated  through  the  implementation  of  a  capital  project.   These  initiatives  have 
been  delayed,  resulting  in  the  need  to  restore  some  of  the  reductions  which  had  been  taken. 

■  The  revised  FY  1994  budget  reflects  an  increase  of  $5,000,000  to  fund  the  projected  cost  of 
housing  inmates  in  federal  and  state  facilities. 

■  The  revised  FY  1994  budget  requests  an  increase  of  $1,638,000  to  provide  partial  year  funding 
for  court-order  related  correctional  officer  positions  which  results  in  a  net  increase  of  53  FTEs. 
The  FY  1995  budget  reflects  an  increase  of  $4,300,000  and  137  FTEs.    The  requested  increase 
will  fund  the  annualization  of  positions  partially  implemented  in  the  revised  FY  1994  request 
and  fund  additional  court-order  related  correctional  officer  positions. 

■  The  revised  FY  1994  budget  requests  an  increase  of  $6,329,000  for  the  projected  cost  of 
overtime  compensation. 

■  In  FY  1995,  ba.se  reductions  of  143  FTEs  and  $4,300,000  result  from  the  privatization  of 
medical  services  and  agencywide  economies  in  nonpersonal  services. 
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■  In  FY  1995,  as  a  result  of  citywide  administrative  cost  reductions,  the  budget  is  reduced  by 
$7,738,000.   This  includes  $1,167,000  in  personal  services  and  $6,571,000  in  nonpersonal 
services. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:    The  requested  resources  reflected  in  the  revised  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  submissions  focus 
on  the  agency's  primary  mission  which  is  to  maintain  public  safety  through  the  administration  of  safe 
and  secure  facilities.   The  achievement  of  that  mission  is  predicated  on  adequate  security  staffing,  the 
continued  stability  of  the  inmate  population,  and  the  provision  of  population  management  alternatives 
to  relieve  significant  increases  in  the  inmate  population. 

In  the  past  fiscal  year,  an  in-depth  review  of  security  needs  in  institutions  under  court  order  by  the 
court  monitor  has  resulted  in  an  increase  to  the  required  correctional  officer  staffing  level  to  be 
maintained.     The  revised  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  requests  addresses  staffing  needs  through  staffing 
increases  and  the  use  of  overtime  until  the  required  staffing  can  be  achieved  through  a  hiring 
program. 

Other  budget  strategies  will  focus  priority  attention  on  the  efficient  utilization  of  the  requested 
resources.   This  will  include  a  continued  emphasis  on  the  automation  of  manual  systems,  staff 
training,  program  and  service  delivery,  population  management,  and  staff  deployment.   The 
department  will  also  pursue  the  potential  support  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  ftisons  to  continue  to 
house  D.C.  code  violators  as  part  of  federal  efforts  to  assist  the  District  of  Columbia  and  other  cities 
to  cope  with  crime. 

Impacts:  The  overall  impact  of  these  budget  adjustments  will  enable  the  department  to  achieve  its 
primary  mission  of  protecting  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  its  inmate  population,  and  its 
staff  by  maintaining  safe  and  secure  facilities. 

Specifically,  these  budget  adjustments  will: 

■  Permit  the  department  to  respond  to  population  pressures  by  providing  funding  for  the  housing 
of  inmates  in  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  and  state  facilities  in  FY  1 994. 

■  Accommodate  the  projected  unfunded  personal  services  costs  associated  with  the  delay  of 
privatizing  food  services,  canteen,  inmate  finance,  and  eliminating  positions  after  the 
construction  of  a  perimeter  security  system  in  FY  1994. 

■  Provide  funding  to  increase  critically  needed  correctional  officer  positions 

to  maintain  safe  and  secure  facilities,  and  provide  interim  overtime  compensation  funding. 
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Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FL) 


Programs 

SUfllng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

01  Executive  Direction  & 
Support 

334.6 

289.0 

301.0 

213.0 

28,391 

23.994 

26.243 

27.405 

02  Connnunlly  Institutloos 

1.155.2 

1.158.0 

1.181.0 

1.111.0 

65.125 

64.129 

66.077 

54.020 

03  CorrecUoMi  Institutions 

2^37.9 

2.155.0 

2.256.0 

2J72.0 

103.555 

98.394 

105.589 

101.366 

04  Program  Services 

76.5 

48.0 

48.0 

19.0 

7.357 

5.948 

5,572 

2206 

OS  Adminbtratlve  Services 

323.1 

294.0 

307.0 

294.0 

28,897 

28.610 

28,694 

28,686 

06  Revenue  Programs 

24.2 

0.0 

0.0 

40.0 

1.635 

1.730 

1.730 

2,530 

07  Inmate  Trust  Fund 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.722 

3200 

3200 

3200 

09  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

13.857 

726 

5.726 

380 

Total  Agency 

4.151.4 

3.944.0 

4,093.0 

3.949.0 

251,539 

226.731 

242.831 

219,793 

Appropriated  Funds 

4,127J 

3^44.0 

4,093.0 

3,909.0 

247,489 

221,801 

237,901 

214,063 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

40.0 

0 

0 

0 

800 

Intra-Dlstricl  Funds 

24.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.030 

1.570 

1.570 

1.570 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.007 

3.360 

3.360 

3.360 

Table  n 


Agency  Outputs  (FL) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY93 

FY94 

FY95 

%  or  authorized  positions  filled  by  end  of  year 

97 

92 

98 

93 

%  pop.  over  design  capacity  in  dept. 

10 

19 

20 

21 

Average  daUy  population  in  federal  facillUes 

986 

333 

175 

310 

Average  dally  population  in  other  Jurisdictions 

447 

261 

175 

0 

Avg.  dally  pop.  (ADP)  in  department 
insUtutlons 

8,828 

9.567 

9.675 

9.725 

Avg.  dally  population  in  halfway  houses 

1,026 

1.059 

720 

670 

Cost  per  resident  in  department  institutions 

22^500 

22.500 

22267 

20.875 

Cost  per  resident  in  halfway  houses 

14.300 

14.500 

20.698 

15250 

Perimeter  escapes 

12 

14 

6 

0 

Pop.  fluctuation  within  year  in  depL 
Institutions 

1.113 

359 

375 

400 
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Table  V 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FL) 


Expenditure  Type 

Stofflng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                     { 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY«3 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FYK 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  P»y 

4.123.2 

1.944.0 

4.093.0 

3.909.0 

127.293 

118.564 

122.266 

115.465 

Other  Pay 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

126 

150 

150 

0 

AddiUonal  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

15.760 

12,715 

19.361 

12.559 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

25.437 

24.850 

25.602 

23,568 

Total  Personal  Services 

4.127.2 

3.')44.0 

4.091.0 

3.909.0 

168.616 

156.279 

167.379 

151,592 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

23.510 

12.607 

12.422 

9,566 

Energy 

7.787 

8,121 

8.121 

7,671 

Communications 

2.104 

2^25 

2,225 

2,125 

Building  Rent 

399 

585 

585 

585 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

14.579 

25.678 

26.670 

19.073 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

26.786 

12.415 

16.867 

20.369 

t^quipment 

3.708 

3.891 

3.632 

3,082 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

78.873 

65,522 

70,522 

62,471 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

4.127.2 

3, 944.0 

4.093.0 

3.909.0 

247.4«9 

221.801 

237.901 

214.063 

PubU^alet^iiOustic^^nz 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Correctional  Industries  Fund  is  to  rehabilitate  inmates  by  equipping  them  with  a 
means  of  livelihood  after  their  release  from  the  institution. 

Agency  Description 

The  Prison  Industries  Division  of  the  District  of  Columbia's  Department  of  Corrections  is  a  self- 
sustaining  work  program  using  sound  business  principles.   It  is  designed  to  employ  and  train  inmates 
to  efficiently  produce  quality  products  and  services  at  competitive  prices,  and  to  meet  government 
customer  requirements  in  a  timely  manner.   The  sale  of  products  and  services  at  fair  market  prices  to 
the  District  government,  federal  government,  any  state  or  subdivision  of  a  state,  or  any 
commonwealth,  territory,  or  possession  of  the  United  States  generates  revenues  which  permit  the 
fund  to  be  financially  self-supporting  and  provide  a  means  to  pay  all  other  inmates  incarcerated  by 
the  Department  of  Corrections  who  are  working  in  nonindustrial  related  positions  such  as  kitchen 
help,  roads  and  grounds,  facilities  management  crews,  etc.    Remaining  profits  are  reimbursable  to  the 
General  Fund  of  the  District,  providing  the  city  with  a  revenue-producing  program.  The  work  of  the 
Fund  is  carried  out  through  the  following  work  areas  located  in  various  institutions: 

■  Production  Shops  -  includes  printing,  garment  manufacturing,  metal  fabrication,  and  furniture 
repair  and  upholstery.  New  in  FY  1994  is  the  Agriculture  Division  which  includes  the  Dairy 
Farm. 

■  Service  Shops  -  includes  laundry,  maintenance,  warehousing,  and  landscaping. 

■  Support  Areas  -  includes  accounting,  procurement,  and  shop  clerks. 

■  Administrative  Offices  -  includes  executive,  marketing,  quality  assurance,  and  inmate  counseling. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $7,642,000  and  63.0  FTEs,  an  increase 

of  $566,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  f^  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $7,076,000  and  63.0  FTEs,  no 
change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include: 

■  Continued  expansion  of  shops  into  other  institutions  and  markets. 

■  Large  increase  in  intra-District  sales. 

■  New  AgriQulture/Landscaping  unit. 
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Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:    As  a  self-supporting,  nonappropriated  fund,  the  strategy  will  be  to  seek  additional  markets 
for  our  industrial  services  and  products.     Some  product  lines  will  be  expanded  and  new  products 
added.    Marketing  will  become  a  major  player  in  future  activities. 

Impacts:    The  effect  of  the  new  focus  will  be  to  allow  for  expansion  of  industries  into  more 
institutions  of  the  Department  of  Corrections  and  thereby  provide  employment  and  training  for  a 
much  larger  number  of  inmates.    A  larger  market  share  will  also  provide  a  greater  source  of  revenue 
for  the  District. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FP) 


Programs 

Sufflng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  (tOOO)                                        { 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FV9S 
Proposed 

06  CorrectJonal  Industries 

40.2 

53.0 

63.0 

63.0 

5.542 

7.076 

7.075 

7.542 

ToUl  Agency 

40.2 

63.0 

63.0 

63.0 

6.542 

7.076 

7.076 

7,542 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Distrlct  Funds 

19.5 

27.0 

27.0 

27.0 

4,583 

3.561 

3,661 

4,227 

Other  Funds 

20.8 

36.0 

35.0 

36.0 

1.955 

3,415 

3.415 

3,415 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

Sales  and  profit/loss  provide  the  most  accurate  measure  of  performance,     FY  1994  figures  are 
estimated  based  on  FY  1993  performance  and  expected  sales  increases.   The  Tire  Recap  shop  ceased 
recapping  operations  in  FY  1992  and  was  phased  in  with  the  furniture  repair  operation. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (FP) 


Measures 

FY  92 

FY  93 

FY94 

FY95 

Agricultural^andscaplng  Profit/Loss 

0 

269.488 

(50,000 

525.000 

Central  I  pholster;  Profit/Loss 

0 

68,582 

57,300 

60.000 

Clothing  PrnlMJlMss 

136.315 

78,320 

90,983 

66.750 

Furniture  Repair  profit/loss 

(59,979) 

(248,557) 

(171,899 

(90.000) 

l.aundry  proflt/loss 

124.556 

128,237 

142,797 

148,750 

Metal  fab  proni/loss 

295.682 

186,139 

300,644 

274,500 

Medium  tpholster;  ProHt/Loss 

0 

(73,742) 

(38200 

(30.000) 

Metro  Pront/Loss 

0 

190,%2 

163.877 

150,000 

Miscellaneous  Fxpens« 

187.156 

0 

0 

0 

PuDH^aiet^nniistic^^nr 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Next  we  will  take  the  Department  of  Corrections.  We 
have  with  us  the  Acting  Director,  Margaret  Moore.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Corrections  is  requesting  $214,063,000  and  3,909  full-time 
equivalent  positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  a  reduction  of 
$7,738,000  and  35  full-time  equivalent  positions  below  the  fiscal 
year  1994  enacted  appropriation 

prepared  statement  of  MARGARET  MOORE 

Ms.  Moore,  if  you  have  a  prepared  statement,  we  will  be — I  see 
that  you  do — we  will  be  happy  to  receive  it  for  the  record. 
[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF 

MARGARET  A.  MOORE  ACTING  DIRECTOR 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 

BEFORE  THE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  THE 

FISCAL  YEAR  1994  REVISED  BUDGET  REQUEST 

AND  THE 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

MAY  17,  1994 

GOOD  AFTERNOON,  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS.   IT  IS  WITH 
OPTIMISM  AND  GREAT  EXPECTATION  FOR  PROGRESS  THAT  I  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY 
AS  ACTING  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS  FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA.   TO  SAY  THAT  I  AM  EXCITED  ABOUT  BEING  AT  THE  HELM  OF  THE  AGENCY, 
IS  PERHAPS  AN  UNDERSTATEMENT,  BUT  ONE  THAT  I  WILL  MAKE  NEVERTHELESS. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  ACKNOWLEDGE  THAT  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS  FAC^S 
OPERATIONAL  CHALLENGES  WHICH  DEMAND  IMMEDIATE  ATTENTION.   AS  YOU  KNOW,  OVER 
THE  PAST  YEAR  THE  AGENCY  HAS  BEEN  BESIEGED  WITH  ALLEGATIONS  AND  FINDINGS  OF 
SEXUAL  HARASSMENT,  CORRUPTION,  LACK  OF  ACCOUNTABILITY  IN  COMMtJNITY 
CORRECTIONS  PROGRAMS,  INADEQUATE  EMPLOYEE  SCREENING  AND  INADEQUATE  MEDICAL 
CARE  FOR  INMATES  AND  THE  LACK  OF  SUFFICIENT  CONTROL  OF  TUBERCULOSIS.   THESE 
ALLEGATIONS  AND  REALITIES  ADVERSELY  AFFECT  NOT  ONLY  EMPLOYEE  MORALE  AND 
PERFORMANCE,  BUT  ULTIMATELY  OVERALL  AGENCY  EFFECTIVENESS  AND  EFFICIENCY. 

BEFORE  WE  DISCUSS  FISCAL  MATTERS,  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  THAT  I  UPDATE  YOU  ON 
THE  PROGRESS  THAT  HAS  BEEN  MADE  TO  ADDRESS  A  NUMBER  OF  OPERATIONAL 
DEFICIENCIES   BECAUSE  THEY  IMPACT  BOTH  INTERNAL  AND  EXTERNAL  PUBLIC  SAFETY. 

8EXDAL  HARASSMENT 

AS  YOU  KNOW,  IT  IS  ALLEGED  THAT  SEXUAL  HARASSMENT  IS  WIDE  SPREAD  AND 
PERVASIVE  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS.   SINCE  JOINING  THE  AGENCY  LESS 
THAN  THREE  WEEKS  AGO,  I  HAVE  SUBMITTED  A  GRANT  APPLICATION  TO  THE  NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE  OF  CORRECTIONS  FOR  ASSISTANCE  IN  INSTITUTIONALIZING  A  POLICY  OF 
ZERO  TOLERANCE  FOR  SEXUAL  HARASSMENT.   THE  GRANT,  WHICH  I  AM  OPTIMISTIC 
WILL  BE  AWARDED,  WILL  ENABLE  US  TO  TAKE  A  COMPREHENSIVE  APPROACH  TO 
ADDRESSING  THE  PROBLEM.   BY  USING  OUTSIDE  CONSULTANTS,  WE  WILL: 

1)  BUILD  UPON  THE  WORK  OF  THE  AGENCY'S  INTERNAL  TASK  FORCE  ON 
SEXUAL  HARASSMENT  AND  BY  FURTHER  ASSESSING  THE  EXTENT  OF  THE 
PROBLEM ; 

2)  REVIEW  AND  ENHANCE  THE  AGENCY'S  POLICY  ON  SEXUAL  HARASSMENT 
WITH  PARTICULAR  ATTENTION  BEING  PAID  TO  HOW  WE  INVESTIGATE 
COMPLAINTS  AND  RESPOND  TO  VICTIMS; 

3)  CONDUCT  TOP  DOWN  TRAINING  OF  ALL  EMPLOYEES  ON  SEXUAL 
HARASSMENT  PREVENTION  AND  RESPONSE  MEASURES. 

4)  CONDUCT  A  FOLLOW-UP  ASSESSMENT  TO  EVALUATE  CHANGES  IN  THE 
ORGANIZATIONAL  CULTURE  AND  THE  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  OUR  POLICY. 

I  AM  COMMITTED  TO  BRINGING  THIS  PROBLEM  UNDER  CONTROL  AND  TO 
CREATING  A  NON-HOSTILE  WORK  ENVIRONMENT  FOR  ALL  EMPLOYEES. 
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PAGE  2 

COMMTTMITY  CORRECTIOM 

AS  YOU  KNOW  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THERE  HAVE  BEEN  A  NUMBER  OF  WALK-AWAYS  FROM 
COMMUNITY  CORRECTIONS  PROGRAMS.  IT  IS  OUR  OBJECTIVE  TO  RETURN  TO  CUSTODY 
EVERY  SINGLE  INMATE  WHO  HAS  ABSCONDED  FROM  COMMtWITY  CORRECTIONS  PROGRAMS 
AND  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  OCCURRENCE  OF  SUCH  INCIDENTS  IN  THE  FUTURE.   WE  HAVE 
MADE  CONSIDERABLE  PROGRESS.   AS  A  RESULT  OF  A  COLLABORATIVE  EFFORT  BY  THE 
JOINT  FUGITIVE  TASK  FORCE  COMPRISED  OF  THE  D.  C.  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 
AND  BOARD  OF  PROBATION  AND  PAROLE,  THE  METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT,  THE 
F.B.I. ,  THE  U.S.  MARSHALL  SERVICE,  PARK  POLICE  AND  THE  SECRET  SERVICE,  MORE 
THAN  THREE  HUNDRED  ESCAPEES  HAVE  BEEN  APPREHENDED.   AND  WE  HAVE  EVERY 
CONFIDENCE  THAT  THOSE  STILL  ON  ESCAPE  STATUS  WILL  BE  APPREHENDED  AND 
RETURNED  TO  CUSTODY.  IN  AN  EFFORT  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  PROBABILITY  OF  SUCH 
OCCURRENCES  WE   HAVE  TIGHTENED  UP  THE  ADMISSION  CRITERIA  FOR  COMMUNITY 
CORRECTIONS  PLACEMENT.   INMATES  WITH  RECENT  HISTORIES  OF  ESCAPE  AND 
VIOLENCE  WILL  NO  LONGER  BE  ROUTINELY  PLACED  IN  COMMUNITY  CORRECTIONS 
CENTERS.   ADDITIONALLY,  AT  MY  REQUEST  THE  COMMISSIONER  OF  THE  PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS  WILL  SEND  AN  ASSESSMENT  TEAM  OF  COMMUNITY 
CORRECTION  PROFESSIONALS  TO  THE  DISTRICT  TO  CONDUCT  AN  OBJECTIVE  REVIEW  OF 
POLICIES,  PROCEDURES  AND  PRACTICES  GOVERNING  OUR  COMMUNITY  CORRECTIONS 
PROGRAMS.   FOLLOWING  THEIR  ASSESSMENT,  THEY  WILL  PROVIDE  US  WITH  A  LIST  OF 
FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  AS  TO  HOW  WE  CAN  ENHANCE  THE  VIABILITY  OF  OUR 
COMMUNITY  CORRECTIONS  PROGRAMS,  WHILE  REASONABLY  ENSURING  PUBLIC  SAFETY. 

BACKGRODMP  CHECKS 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THE  EXTENT  TO  WHICH  WE  ACCOMPLISH  OUR  MISSION  OF  PUBLIC 
SAFETY — BOTH  INTERNAL  AND  EXTERNAL  SAFETY,  DEPENDS  LARGELY  ON  THE  QUALITY 
OF  OUR  WORKFORCE.   I  WOULD  BE  REMISS  IF  I  DID  NOT  SAY  AT  THIS  POINT   THE 
VAST  MAJORITY  OF  THE  MEN  AND  WOMEN  WHO  DO  THIS  VERY  DIFFICULT  CORRECTIONS 
WORK,  UNDER  DIFFICULT  CIRCUMSTANCES  AND  UNDER  LESS  THAN  DESIRABLE 
CONDITIONS,  ARE  HARDWORKING,  HIGHLY  PRINCIPLED,  DECENT  CITIZENS  OF  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.   THEY  ARE  THE  VAST  MAJORITY.  BUT  CORRUPTION  AND 
MALFEASANCE  ON  THE  PART  OF  EVEN  A  FEW  INDIVIDUALS  THREATEN  THE  SECURITY  AND 
ORDERLY  RUNNING  OF  THE  ENTIRE  SYSTEM  AND  PLACES  EMPLOYEES,  INMATES  AND 
MEMBERS  OF  THE  GENERAL  PUBLIC  IN  JEOPARDY. 

IN  AN  EFFORT  TO  ENHANCE  THE  QUALITY  OF  OUR  WORKFORCE  WE  HAVE  INITIATED 
A  COMPREHENSIVE  SCREENING  PROCESS  FOR  CORRECTIONAL  OFFICER  APPLICANTS.   THE 
SCREENING  CONSISTS  OF  LOCAL  POLICE  AND  NATIONAL  CRIMINAL  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(NCIC)  CRIMINAL  RECORDS  CHECKS,  PHYSICAL  AND  PSYCHOLOGICAL  EXAMINATIONS, 
URINALYSIS  TESTING,  REFERENCE  CHECKS  AND  INTENSIVE  PERSONAL  INTERVIEWS.  WE 
CLOSELY  MONITOR  INDIVIDUAL  PERFORMANCE  DURING  THE  SIX  WEEK  BASIC  TRAINING 
PROGRAM  AND  THROUGHOUT  THE  ONE-YEAR  PROBATION  PERIOD.  ADDITIONALLY,  WE  WILL 
BE  WORKING  TO  ENHANCE  OUR  OVERALL  EMPLOYEE  TRAINING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM.   BUT,  EVEN  WITH  ENHANCED  PRE-EMPLOYMENT  SCREENING  AND  TRAINING 
SOME  EMPLOYEES  WILL  ENGAGE  IN  MISCONDUCT  AND  CRIMINAL  BEHAVIOR.   AS  A  WAY 
OF  ADDRESSING  THIS  REALITY,  A  TASK  FORCE  CONSISTING  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  FROM 
THE  U.S.  ATTORNEY'S  OFFICE  OF  THE  EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  VIRGINIA,  THE  F.B.I. 
AND  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS  HAS  BEEN  DEVELOPED.   THE  TASK  FORCE  HAS  DONE 
AN  OUTSTANDING  JOB  IN  FERRETING  OUT  CORRUPT  EMPLOYEES.   ADDITIONALLY,  WE 
ARE  IN  THE  PROCESS  OF  ENTERING  INTO  A  MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING  WITH  THE 
METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT  WHEREBY  THREE  TRAINED  INVESTIGATORS  WILL  BE 
DEDICATED  FULL-TIME  TO  INVESTIGATING  ALLEGATIONS  OF  CORRUPTION  WITHIN  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS.   AND  MOST  IMPORTANTLY,  WE  WILL  MOVE  TO  INCREASE 
OUR  OWN  CAPACITY  TO  INVESTIGATE  AND  TO  APPROPRIATELY  RESPOND  TO  EMPLOYEE 
MISCONDUCT. 
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TOBERCnLOSIS  ABATEMEMT 

OF  TREMENDOUS  IMPORTANCE  TO  ME,  MR.  CHAIRMAN  IS  THE  DELIVERY  OF 
ADEQUATE  HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES  TO  OUR  INMATE  POPULATION.   AS  YOU  KNOW  WE  ARE 
EXPLORING  THE  FEASIBILITY  OF  PRIVATIZING  INMATE  MEDICAL  SERVICES.   WE 
BELIEVE  THAT  BY  DOING  SO  WE  WILL  IMPROVE  THE  HEALTH  CARE  DELIVERY  SYSTEM 
FOR  INMATES,  PROVIDE  FOR  CONTINUITY  OF  THEIR  CARE  AND  BETTER  PREVENT  AND 
CONTROL  THE  SPREAD  OF  INFECTIOUS  DISEASES.   MY  IMMEDIATE  CONCERN  IS  TO 
CONTROL  AND  PREVENT  THE  SPREAD  OF  T.B.  IN  OUR  INSTITUTIONS  AND  THE 
COMMUNITY.   TOWARD  THAT  END,  DURING  MY  FIRST  WEEK  OF  DUTY  THE  DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR  WAS  CHARGED  WITH  THE  RESPONSIBILITY  OF  ENSURING  THAT  ALL  ACTIVE 
T.B.  CASES  AND  SUSPECTED  CASES  ARE  PROPERLY  ISOLATED.   I  AM  PLEASED  TO 
REPORT  THAT  WE  NOW  HAVE  ISOLATION  ROOMS  AVAILABLE  TO  HOUSE 

INMATES  IN  A  LOCAL  COMMUNITY  HOSPITAL,  D.  C.  GENERAL  HOSPITAL  AS  WELL  AS 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS  CORRECTIONAL  TREATMENT  FACILITY. 

AS  PART  OF  THE  INTAKE  SCREENING,  ALL  INMATES  RECEIVE  A  COMPLETE 
PHYSICAL  EXAM,  T.B.  SKIN  TEST  AND  CHEST  X-RAY.  INMATES  RECEIVE  TREATMENT 
WITH  APPROPRIATE  MEDICATION  AS  NEEDED.   ALSO,  AN  EMPLOYEE  SCREENING  PROGRAM 
FOR  T.B.  IS  NOW  IN  PLACE. 

AT  MY  DIRECTION,  THE  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  ALONG  WITH  DR.  HALL  AND  OTHER 
HEALTH  PROFESSIONALS  ARE  NOW  IN  THE  PROCESS  OF  DEVELOPING  A  COMPREHENSIVE 
AGENCY  POLICY  FOR  THE  PREVENTION  AND  CONTROL  OF  T.B.  AND  OTHER  INFECTIOUS 
DISEASES. 

NOW  THAT  I  HAVE  PROVIDED  UPDATED  INFORMATION  ON  THE  MORE  PUBLIC  ISSUES 
INVOLVING  THE  AGENCY.   I  WILL  PROVIDE  A  REVIEW  OF  THE  FY95  BUDGET  . 

IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995,  THE  DEPARTMENT  REQUESTS  AUTHORITY  OF  S214.063.000 
AND  3.909  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  POSITIONS.   THIS  LEVEL  OF  FUNDING  WILL 
SUPPORT  THE  OPERATION  OF  NINE  INSTITUTIONS  HOUSING  AN  AVERAGE  OF  9,72  5 
PRISONERS  AND  COMMtWITY  CORRECTIONAL  CENTERS  HOUSING  670  RESIDENTS. 

THIS  REQUEST  REPRESENTS  A  REDUCTION  FROM  THE  APPROVED  FY  1994  BUDGET 
OF  35  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENTS.   FROM  THE  PROPOSED  PRIVATIZATION  OF  MEDICAL 
SERVICES  IT  INCLUDES  A  REDUCTION  OF  Sl.000.000  AND  14  3  FULL-TIME 
EQUIVALENTS.  A  REDUCTION  OF  S3. 300. 00  FROM  ECONOMIES  IN  NON-PERSONAL 
SERVICES  IS  ALSO  INCLUDED.   THESE  REDUCTIONS  OFFSET  AN  INCREASE  OF 
S4.300.00  AND  137  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENTS  TO  HELP  COMPLY  WITH  COURT  ORDERED 
STAFFING   LEVELS. 

OTHER  REDUCTIONS  INCLUDE  S3. 046. 000  TO  REFLECT  A  DECLINE  IN  THE  NUMBER 
OF  PRISONERS  TO  BE  HOUSED  IN  CONTRACTED  COMMUNITY  CORRECTIONAL  CENTERS; 
Si. 500. 000  ACHIEVED  THROUGH  THE  REDUCTION  IN  THE  NUMBER  OF  CLIENTS  DIRECTED 
TO  COMMUNITY  RELEASE  PROGRAMS;  S2. 242. 000  ACCOMPLISHED  BY  CURTAILING  SOME 
INMATE  PROGRAM  OFFERINGS;  AND  S950.000  THROUGH  AUSTERITY  AND  CONSERVATION 
MEASURES  TAKEN  IN  SUPPLIES,  SERVICES,  AND  UTILITIES. 

WE  ARE  INVESTIGATING  THE  OPTION  OF  PRIVATIZING  DELIVERY  OF  HEALTH  CARE 
SERVICES.   PRELIMINARY  RESEARCH  INDICATES  FAVORABLE  EXPERIENCES  IN  OTHER 
JIWISDICTIONS.   SOME  JURISDICTIONS  REPORT  THAT  PRIVATIZATION  HAS  RESULTED 
IN  IMPROVED  MEDICAL  SERVICES  AT  A  LOWER  COST.   IF  A  FULL  COST  BENEFIT 
ANALYSIS  INDICATES  THAT  SIMILAR  RESULTS  CAN  BE  ACHIEVED  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA,  AND  MEET  THE  CRITERIA  OF  THE  PRIVATIZATION  PROCUREMENT  AND 
CONTRACT  PROCEDURES,  PRIVATIZATION  WILL  BE- PURSUED. 
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THE  SINGLE  MOST  IMPORTANT  ELEMENT  OF  OUR  BUDGET  STRATEGY  IS  POPULATION 
MANAGEMENT.   ALL  PARTICIPANTS  IN  THE  CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  SYSTEM  MUST  ENSURE 
THAT  OUR  CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  CAPACITY  IS  USED  FULLY  AND  APPROPRIATELY.   WE 
MUST  ENSURE  THAT  ALL  OFFENDERS  ARE  PLACED  UNDER  THE  LEVEL  OF  SUPERVISION 
WARRANTED,  RESERVING  THE  MOST  SECURE  HOUSING  FOR  THOSE  WHO  POSE  THE 
GREATEST  THREAT  TO  THE  COMMXTOITY. 

CORRECTIONS  CONSTITUTES  AN  ENORMOUS  DRAIN  ON  THE  LIMITED  RESOURCES  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  AND  WE  MUST  ENSURE  THAT  THOSE  LIMITED  RESOURCES 
ARE  USED  EFFECTIVELY  AND  EFFICIENTLY.   ALL  TOO  OFTEN  WE  DO  THINGS  NOT 
BECAUSE  OF  THEIR  OPERATIONAL  AND  PROGRAMMATIC  RELEVANCE  IN  TODAY'S 
CORRECTIONAL  ENVIRONMENT,  BUT,  BECAUSE  "THAT'S  THE  WAY  WE'VE  ALWAYS  DONE 
IT"..   CORRECTIONS  IS  A  DYNAMIC  ENTITY;  IT  IS  EVER  CHANGING.   AND  THE 
MANNER  IN  WHICH  WE  OPERATE  MUST  ALSO  CHANGE.   THEREFORE,  IN  THE  COMING 
MONTHS  WE  WILL  CONDUCT  AUDITS  TO  DETERMINE  HOW  EACH  WORK  UNIT  IS 
FUNCTIONING  AND  TO  WHAT  EXTENT  ANTIQUATED  ACTIVITY  AND  REDUNDANCY  CAN  BE 
ELIMINATED  OR  COLLAPSED  IN  ORDER  TO  INCREASE  PERFORMANCE  EFFICIENCY. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  I  KNOW  THAT  AS  MORE  AND  MORE  PUBLIC  REVENUE  IS  SPENT  ON 
CORRECTIONS,  IT  LIMITS  AVAILABLE  FUNDS  TO  EDUCATION,  HEALTH  CARE  AND 
SERVICE  TO  THE  ELDERLY.   WE  MUST  USE  OUR  LIMITED  RESOURCES  JUDICIOUSLY.   WE 
MUST  AND  WE  WILL  EXAMINE  HOW  WE  DO  BUSINESS  AND  EVALUATE  THE  ASSUMPTIONS 
UPON  WHICH  WE  HAVE  ALLOCATED  RESOURCES  IN  THE  PAST. 

I  AM  OPTIMISTIC  THAT  WE  CAN  OPERATE  WITHIN  OUR  BUDGET  AND  WE  WILL  DO  SO  BY 
MAKING  THE  MOST  EFFICIENT  USE  OF  AVAILABLE  RESOURCES. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THAT  CONCLUDES  MY  STATEMENT.   WITH  THE  ASSISTANCE  OF  MY 
STAFF,  I  WILL  RESPOND  IN  THE  BEST  WAY  I  CAN  TO  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MIGHT  HAVE 
AT  THIS  TIME. 
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ACTING  director's  TENURE 

Mr.  DrxON.  You  say  you  have  only  been  on  the  job  nine  days? 

Ms.  Moore.  Eleven  working  days,  sir. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Eleven  working  days. 

Whatever  statement  you  have,  if  you  would  like  to  summarize  it, 
I  would  be  pleased  to  receive  that  testimony  at  this  time. 

Ms.  Moore.  Sir,  with  all  due  respect,  I  would  like  to  present  my 
opening  statement  in  full. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  All  right. 

Ms.  Moore.  If  you  have  no  objections. 

Mr.  Dexon.  No,  I  don't  have  any  objection  to  it.  With  11  days' 
background,  I  would  take  note  of  that.  Go  ahead. 
Opening  Statement  of  Director 

Ms.  Moore.  Mr.  Chairman,  distinguished  Members,  it  is  with  op- 
timism and  great  expectation  for  progress  that  I  appear  before  you 
today  as  Acting  Director  of  the  District  of  Columbia's  Department 
of  Corrections.  To  say  that  I  am  excited  about  being  at  the  helm 
of  this  dynamic  agency  is  without  a  doubt  an  understatement,  but 
one  that  I  will  make  nonetheless. 

introduction  of  staff 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  proceed  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  introduce  to  you  members  of  my  staff  and,  of  course,  my 
colleague  from  the  cabinet.  Kathy  Byrnes,  who  is  our  budget  ana- 
lyst; Paul  Quander,  who  is  Deputy  Director;  Shirley  Harmon,  Asso- 
ciate Director  for  Administration;  Associate  Director  for  Operations 
and  Programs,  Mr.  Plant;  Planning  and  Research  Director,  Mr. 
Chambers;  of  course,  my  colleague  in  the  cabinet,  Mr.  Erias 
Hyman,  and  up  until  May  2nd,  Interim  Director  for  the  Depart- 
ment of  Corrections  and  Chair  of  the  D.C.  Parole  Board;  Mr.  Ber- 
nard Braxton,  Associate  Director  for  Institutions;  Mr.  Vernon  Haw- 
kins, Director  of  Special  Programs;  and  Dr.  Hall,  our  Chief  Medical 
Director. 

INTERNAL  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  acknowledge  that  the  Department  of  Correc- 
tions faces  operational  challenges  which  demand  immediate  atten- 
tion. As  you  know,  over  the  past  year,  the  Agency  has  been  be- 
sieged with  allegations  and  findings  of  sexual  harassment,  corrup- 
tion, lack  of  accountability  in  comnlunity  corrections  programs,  in- 
adequate employee  screening,  and  inadequate  medical  care  for  in- 
mates and  the  lack  of  sufficient  control  of  tuberculosis  and  other 
infectious  diseases.  These  allegations  and  reality  adversely  affect 
not  only  employee  morale  and  performance,  but  ultimately,  overall- 
Agency  effectiveness  and  efficiency. 

PROGRESS  IN  ADDRESSING  PROBLEMS 

Before  we  get  into  a  discussion  of  fiscal  matters,  I  believe  it  is 
important  that  I  update  you  on  the  progress  that  has  been  made 
to  address  a  number  of  operational  deficiencies,  because  they  im- 
pact both  internal  and  external  public  safety. 
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SEXUAL  HARASSMENT 

As  you  know,  it  is  alleged  that  sexual  harassment  is  both  wide- 
spread and  pervasive  in  the  Department  of  Corrections.  Since  join- 
ing the  Agency  less  than  three  weeks  ago,  I  have  submitted  a  grant 
application  to  the  National  Institute  of  Corrections  for  assistance 
in  institutionalizing  a  policy  of  zero  tolerance  for  sexual  harass- 
ment. The  grant,  which  I  am  optimistic  will  be  awarded,  will  en- 
able us  to  take  a  comprehensive  approach  to  addressing  the  prob- 
lem. By  using  outside  consultants,  we  will  be  building  upon  the 
work  of  the  Agenc^s  internal  task  force  on  sexual  harassment  and 
further  assess  the  extent  of  the  problem. 

We  will  review  and  enhance  the  Agency's  policy  on  sexual  har- 
assment with  particular  attention  being  paid  to  how  we  investigate 
complaints  and  how  we  respond  to  victims. 

We  will  endeavor  to  provide  top-down  training  that  will  enable 
us  to  establish  a  practice  of  sexual  harassment  prevention  and  ap- 
propriate response  measures. 

And,  lastly,  we  will  conduct  a  follow-up  assessment  to  evaluate 
changes  in  the  organizational  culture  and  to  evaluate  the  effective- 
ness of  our  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  committed  to  bringing  this  problem  under 
control  and  to  creating  a  nonhostile  work  environment  for  all  Cor- 
rections employees. 

WALKAWAYS  FROM  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES 

As  you  know,  there  have  been  a  number  of  walkaways  from  com- 
munity corrections  programs.  And  it  is  our  objective  to  return  to 
custody  every  single  inmate  who  has  absconded  from  community 
correctional  programs  and  to  minimize  the  occurrence  of  such  inci- 
dents in  the  future.  We  have  made  considerable  progress  in  this 
area.  As  a  result  of  a  collaborative  effort  by  the  Joint  Fugitive  Task 
Force,  comprised  of  the  D.C.  Department  of  Corrections,  the  D.C. 
Parole  Board,  the  Metropolitan  Police,  the  FBI,  the  U.S.  Marshal 
Service,  Fark  Police,  and  Secret  Service,  more  than  300  escapees 
have  been  apprehended.  And  we  are  committed  to  bringing  every 
one  of  those  individuals  back  into  custody;  and  we  have  every  con- 
fidence that  that  will  happen. 

In  an  effort  to  minimize  the  probability  of  such  occurrences  in 
the  future,  we  have  tightened  up  on  admissions  criteria  for  commu- 
nity corrections  programs.  Inmates  with  recent  histories  of  escape 
and  violence  will  no  longer  routinely  be  placed  in  community  cor- 
rections centers.  And,  additionally,  at  my  request,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Corrections  from  the  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Correc- 
tions will  send  an  assessment  team  of  community  corrections  pro- 
fessionals to  the  District  to  conduct  an  objective  review  of  our  oper- 
ational policies,  procedures,  and  practices  to  enable  us  to  assess  our 
programs. 

Following  their  assessment,  they  will  provide  us  with  a  list  of 
findings  and  recommendations  as  to  how  we  can  enhance  the  via- 
bility of  our  community  corrections  programs,  while  ensuring  public 
safety. 
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WORK  FORCE  QUALITY 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  extent  to  which  we  accomplish  our  mission  of 
public  safety,  both  internal  and  external  public  safety,  depends 
largely  on  the  quality  of  our  work  force.  Now,  I  would  be  remiss 
if  I  didn't  take  this  time  to  point  out  that  the  vast  majority  of  the 
men  and  women  who  do  this  very  difficult  work  of  corrections,  with 
a  difficult  clientele  under  very  difficult  circumstances  and  in  less- 
than-desirable  conditions,  are  hard-working,  highly  principled,  de- 
cent citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  surrounding  commu- 
nities. They  are  the  vast  majority.  But  corruption  and  malfeasance 
on  the  part  of  even  one  individual  threatens  the  security  and  or- 
derly running  of  our  institutions  and  places  employees,  inmates 
and  members  of  the  general  public  in  jeopardy. 

In  an  effort  to  enhance  the  quality  of  our  work  force,  we  have  ini- 
tiated a  comprehensive  screening  process  for  correctional  officer  ap- 
plicants. 

The  screening  consists  of  local  police  and  NCIC  criminal  records 
checks,  physical  and  psychological  examinations,  urinalysis  testing, 
reference  checks,  Eind  intensive  personal  interviews.  We  closely 
monitor  individual  performance  during  the  six-week  basic  training 
period  and  the  one-year  probationary  period. 

Additionally,  we  will  work  to  enhance  our  overall  employee  train- 
ing program  and  employee  development  program.  But  even  with 
enhanced  preemployment  screening  and  training,  some  employees 
will  engage  in  misconduct  and  criminal  behavior.  As  a  way  of  ad- 
dressing this  reality,  a  task  force  consisting  of  representatives  from 
the  U.S.  Attorney's  Office  of  the  Eastern  District  of  Virginia  and 
FBI  and  Department  of  Corrections  has  been  developed.  The  task 
force  has  done  an  outstanding  job  in  ferreting  out  corrupt  employ- 
ees. 

MEMO  OF  UNDERSTANDING  WITH  POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

Additionally,  we  are  in  the  process  of  entering  into  a  Memoran- 
dum of  Understanding  with  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department 
whereby  three  trained  investigators  will  be  dedicated  full  time  to 
investigating  allegations  of  corruption  within  the  Department  of 
Corrections.  Most  importantly,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  move  to  in- 
crease our  own  capacity  to  investigate  and  to  appropriately  respond 
to  employee  misconduct. 

INMATE  HEALTH  CARE 

Of  particular  importance  to  me  is  the  delivery  of  adequate  health 
care  services  to  our  inmate  population.  As  you  know,  we  are  explor- 
ing the  feasibility  of  privatizing  inmate  medical  services.  We  be- 
lieve that  by  doing  so,  we  will  improve  the  health  care  delivery  sys- 
tem for  inmates,  provide  for  continuity  of  their  care  and  better  pre- 
vent and  control  the  spread  of  infectious  diseases. 

My  immediate  concern  is  to  control  and  prevent  the  spread  of  tu- 
berculosis, not  only  in  our  institutions,  but  in  the  community  as 
well.  Toward  that  end,  during  my  first  week  of  duty,  the  deputy  di- 
rector was  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  ensuring  that  all  ac- 
tive TB  cases  as  well  as  suspected  cases  were  properly  isolated.  I 
am  pleased  to  report  that  as  of  today,  they  are.  I  am  pleased  to  re- 
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port  that  we  have  increased  isolation  capacity,  making  available 
spaces  in  a  local  community  hospital,  D.C.  General  Hospital,  as 
well  as  space  at  the  Department  of  Corrections  Correctional  Treat- 
ment Facility. 

As  part  of  the  intake  screening,  all  inmates  receive  a  complete 
physical  examination,  TB  skin  test,  and  chest  x-ray.  Inmates  re- 
ceive treatment  with  appropriate  medication  as  needed.  An  em- 
ployee program  has  been  implemented  as  well. 

At  my  direction.  Deputy  Director  Quander,  along  with  Dr.  Hall 
and  other  health  care  professionals,  are  in  the  process  of  develop- 
ing a  comprehensive  agency  policy  for  the  prevention  and  control 
of  tuberculosis  and  other  infectious  diseases. 

FY  1995  BUDGET 

Now  that  I  have  provided  updated  information  on  the  more  pub- 
lic issues  involving  the  agency,  I  will  provide  a  review  of  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget. 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  Department  requests  authority  of 
$214,063  million  and  3,909  full-time  equivalent  positions.  This 
level  of  funding  will  support  the  operation  of  nine  institutions 
housing  an  average  of  9,725  inmates  and  community  correctional 
centers  housing  approximately  670  inmates. 

This  request  represents  a  reduction  from  the  approved  fiscal  year 
1994  budget  of  35  full-time  equivalent  positions.  From  the  proposed 
privatization  of  medical  services,  it  includes  a  reduction  of  $1  mil- 
lion and  143  full-time  equivalents.  A  reduction  of  $3.3  million  from 
economies  in  non-personal  services  is  also  included.  And  these  re- 
ductions offset  an  increase  of  $4.3  million  and  137  full-time  equiva- 
lents to  help  comply  with  court  ordered  staffing  levels. 

Other  reductions  include  $3,046,000  to  reflect  a  decline  in  the 
number  of  prisoners  to  be  housed  in  contracted  community  correc- 
tions facilities;  $1.5  million  achieved  through  the  reduction  in  the 
number  of  clients  directed  to  community  release  programs;  $2,242 
million  accomplished  by  curtailing  some  inmate  program  offerings; 
and  another  $950,000  through  austerity  and  conservation  measures 
taken  in  supplies,  services,  and  utilities. 

PRIVATIZATION 

We  are  investigating  the  option  of  privatizing  the  delivery  of 
health  care  services.  Preliminary  research  indicates  favorable  expe- 
riences in  other  jurisdictions.  Some  jurisdictions  report  that  privat- 
ization has  resulted  in  improved  medical  services  at  lower  cost.  If 
a  full  cost-benefit  analysis  indicates  that  similar  results  can  be 
achieved  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  meet  the  criteria  of  pri- 
vatization procurement  and  contract  procedures,  privatization  will 
be  pursued. 

POPULATION  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  single  most  important  element  of  our  budget 
strategy  is  population  management.  All  participants  in  the  criminal 
justice  system  must  ensure  that  our  criminal  justice  capacity  is 
used  fully  and  appropriately.  We  must  ensure  that  all  offenders  are 
placed  under  the  level  of  supervision  warranted,  reserving  the  most 
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secure  housing  for  those  who  pose  the  greatest  risk  to  the  commu- 
nity. 

Corrections  constitutes  an  enormous  drain  on  the  limited  re- 
sources of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  we  must  ensure  that  those 
limited  resources  are  used  effectively  and  efficiently.  Too  often 
those  of  us  in  corrections  do  things  not  because  of  their  operational 
or  programmatic  relevance  in  today's  correctional  environment,  but 
because  that  is  the  way  we  have  always  done  it. 

PERFORMANCE  EFFICIENCY  AUDITS 

Corrections  is  a  d)niamic  entity;  it  is  ever  changing,  and  the 
manner  in  which  we  operate  must  also  change.  Therefore,  in  the 
coming  months,  we  will  conduct  audits  to  determine  how  each  work 
unit  is  functioning  and  to  what  extent  antiquated  activity  and  re- 
dundancy can  be  eliminated  or  collapsed  in  order  to  increase  per- 
formance efficiency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  as  more  and  more  public  revenue  is 
spent  on  corrections,  it  limits  available  funds  for  education,  health 
care  and  service  to  the  elderly.  We  must  use  our  limited  resources 
judiciously.  We  must  and  we  will  examine  how  we  do  business  in 
the  Department  of  Corrections  and  evaluate  the  assumptions  upon 
which  we  have  allocated  resources  in  the  past. 

I  am  optimistic  that  we  can  operate  within  our  budget  and  that 
we  will  do  so  by  making  the  best  use  of  the  funds  and  resources 
available  to  us  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement.  I  appreciate  your 
indulgence  and,  with  the  assistance  of  my  stafT,  as  best  I  can,  I  will 
respond  to  any  questions  you  have  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Moore.  That  was  certainly 
an  excellent  statement  and  it  gives  one  a  feeling  of  confidence  that 
you  understand  the  problems  and  have  a  plan  to  resolve  them. 

I  assume  from  your  statement  that  you  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  observe  the  Department  of  Corrections.  From  looking  at  your 
resume,  you  were  with  the  Department  of  Justice  as  a  consultant 
on  correctional  issues,  so  I  assume  this  is  not  a  first  blush  situation 
with  you. 

Ms.  Moore.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let  me  ask  a  couple  of  questions.  Several  of  them  I 
am  kind  of  confused  about  and  perhaps  your  budget  person  can  re- 
spond or  if  you  want  to  respond,  that  is  fine. 

POSITIONS  CUT  IN  FY  1995 

What  is  the  actual  number  of  people  that  are  going  to  be  reduced 
in  the  FY  1995  budget? 

When  the  Office  of  Personnel  was  here,  they  said  there  would  be 
388  positions  reduced  and  that  was  from  contracting  out  the  can- 
teen, medical  and  food  services.  You  say  there  is  a  reduction  here 
of  35.  What  is  the  actual  number? 

Ms.  Byrnes.  Moving  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  approved,  to  the 
fiscal  year  1995  budget,  there  is  a  net  reduction  of  35  full-time 
equivalents.  This  is  the  result  of  the  proposed  privatization  of  med- 
ical services  eliminating  143  full-time  equivalent  positions  and  re- 
questing the  institution  of  137  other  full-time  equivalent  positions 
to  cover  needs  in  correctional  officer  staffing  to  meet  court  orders. 
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INMATES  IN  FEDERAL  FACILITIES  CLARIFICATION 

Mr.  DixON.  Just  two  more  general  questions.  And  perhaps  your 
budget  person  can  respond.  I  have  a  feeling  that  in  some  cases  the 
numbers  in  the  original  budget  are  not  real.  In  particular,  in  your 
budget,  in  FY  1994,  you  are  housing  somewhere  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  75  prisoners  outside  of  the  District  for  which  you  are  pay- 
ing. 

These  175  are  being  housed  in  Federal  facilities.  In  FY  1993,  you 
paid  $13.3  million  for  that  class  of  people,  and  in  FY  1994,  you 
are — it  has  been  revised  to  $5.2  million  for  roughly  175  inmates. 
In  FY  1995,  the  budget  says  that  there  will  be  310  inmates,  and 
the  budget  is  $154,000. 

My  first  question  is:  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  driving 
that  figure  one  way  or  another?  My  theory  has  always  been  that 
the  finance  people  tells  you  what  number  they  are  going  to  plug 
in  for  situations  like  this.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  coming 
up  with  those  numbers  and,  if  so,  how  did  you  come  up  with  them? 

I  have  heard  that  the  rationale  is  that  the  District  is  "negotiating 
with  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Prisons  for  almost  zero  charge."  On  the 
other  hand  I  have  heard  that  that  story  is  dead,  that  it  is  not  going 
to  happen.  Can  you  amplify  on  any  of  this?  I  am  being  right  up 
front  with  you. 

FAULTY  BUDGET  PROJECTIONS/RATIONALE 

Ms.  Moore.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  respond  by  saying  that 
I  am  aware  that  in  January  or  February,  I  believe  at  the  time  the 
budget  was  being  prepared,  that  that  decision  was  based  on  an  as- 
sumption that  we  would  in  fact  get  relief  from  our  debt  to  the  Fed- 
eral Bureau  of  Prisons.  That,  as  I  understand  it,  is  not  going  to 
happen  because  of  a  statutory  prohibition. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Which  was  there  when  the  figure  came  in.  That  stat- 
utory prohibition  is  not  new. 

Ms.  Moore.  If  that  was  the  case,  sir,  I  was  unaware  of  it. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  statutory  provision  has  been  there.  I  am  not 
challenging  you.  I  am  just  trying  to  get  a  feel  for  how  you  can  plan 
to  spend  only  $154,000  for  310  prisoners  next  year  when  actually 
it  is  going  to  be  over,  $10  million  or  $11  million  or  $12  million.  I 
am  not  putting  you  on  the  hot  seat.  My  problems  are  with  the  fi- 
nance cluster.  I  am  just  seeking  information  here,  and  you  never 
smile. 

Ms.  Byrnes.  You  said  that  last  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Can  you  amplify  on  that? 

Mr.  Hyman.  I  am  Erias  Hyman.  I  am  Chairman  of  the  Parole 
Board,  and  for  60  or  70  days  during  February  and  March,  I  was 
waiting  for  Ms.  Moore's  arrival.  At  the  time  the  budget  was  sub- 
mitted, it  is  my  recollection  that  there  was  a  hope  and  a  prayer 
that  with  the  very  good  relations  enjoyed  between  the  local  govern- 
ment and  the  new  Democratic  presidency  and  White  House,  with 
Attorney  General  Janet  Reno  and  the  new  U.S.  Attorney,  we  would 
be  in  a  position  to  maximize  that  relationship  in  ways  we  hadn't 
been  able  to  do  in  the  past. 

As  a  result,  it  was  believed  that  we  would  be  able  to  move  closer 
in  the  direction  of  working  with  the  Federal  government  in  terms 
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of  their  handling  prisoners  in  ways  not  done  in  the  past.  That  opti- 
mism, as  it  turned  out,  was  unwarranted  because  the  U.S.  Attor- 
ney identified  a  statute  that  said  they  cannot  take  care  of  our  pris- 
oners for  free.  At  the  time  the  budget  was  sent  up,  we  had  opti- 
mism. We  were  shot  down  shortly  after  that. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  appreciate  that  explanation.  I  understand  it.  But  I 
don't  think  it  is — I  am  just  responding  in  general,  not  to  you — fair 
to  predicate  a  budget  on  a  hope  and  a  prayer.  That  is  what  has  got- 
ten us  collectively  into  trouble  as  it  relates  to  the  District's  budg- 
ets. 

Mr.  Hyman.  It  was  certainly  much  more  of  a  hope  and  strong  be- 
lief than  a  prayer,  Mr.  Chairman. 

PRIVATIZING  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

Mr.  Ddcon.  I  know  that  you  do  not  speak  for  the  administration, 
but  I  would  like  to  have  a  discussion  with  you  about  privatization. 
I  have  no  strong  feeling  about  it  one  way  or  the  other.  I  know  from 
time  to  time  there  have  been  advocates  for  privatizing  a  lot  of  the 
penal  institutions,  but  I  don't  understand  when  you  talk  about  you 
are  exploring  the  privatization  of  medical  delivery  at  your  facilities. 
I  am  resdly  unclear  as  to  what  that  means. 

If  you  can  just  focus  with  me,  I  will  try  to  explain.  First  of  all, 
I  thought  that  the  more  acute  cases  were  taken  care  of  at  D.C. 
Gener^  Hospital.  Where  you  are  delivering  a  professional  service 
like  the  practice  of  medicine,  and  you  say,  "well,  we  are  going  to 
do  it  on  the  private  side."  Does  that  mean  you  have  too  many  em- 
ployees now  working  on  the  public  side? 

In  other  words,  how  can  the  private  side  deliver  the  same  quality 
at  less  cost  unless  there  are  too  many  nurses,  there  are  too  many 
paramedical  people,  too  many  doctors  on  staff.  Especially  with  the 
delivery  of  medicine,  I  am  not  sure  how  the  private  side  can  do  it 
better. 

Does  it  mean  that  they  are  going  to  cut  treatment,  or  are  they 
not  going  to  follow  the  preferred  course  of  treatment?  Am  I  coming 
across? 

So  when  you  talk  about  privatization,  I  am  not  sure  what  that 
means.  Does  it  mean  cutting  quality? 

Ms.  Moore.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman 

Mr.  Dexon.  Are  you  overstaffed  at  the  present  time?  What  does 
it  all  mean? 

Ms.  Moore.  I  will  comment  and  ask  Deputy  Quander  and  Dr. 
Hall  to  amplify.  I  would  not  support  any  proposaJ  that  would  re- 
duce the  level  of  health  care  that  we  provide  to  our  inmate  popu- 
lation, and  I  certainly  would  question  whether  or  not  we  in  fact 
have  too  many  health  care  professionals  working  in  our  system  at 
this  point. 

One  of  the  difficulties  that  correctional  systems  tend  to  have  is 
the  inability  to  recruit  and  to  retain  sufficient  levels  of  health  care 
professionals,  which  of  course  is  one  of  the  reasons  that  we  believe 
that  by  privatizing  it  becomes  the  responsibility  of  a  health  care 
provider  who  is  in  the  business,  not  only  for  the  provision  of  health 
care  but  for  profit,  to  ensure  that  adequate  levels  of  staffing  are 
available.  I  write  that  into  the  contract  provisions  to  ensure  that 
there  are  adequate  levels  of  staffing  available. 
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Mr.  Dkon.  Well,  I  accept  all  that,  but  how  do  you  save  money 
by  privatizing  this  service? 

Mr.  QUANDER.  What  I  found  in  looking  at  several  of  the  jurisdic- 
tions— Maryland,  in  particular — is  that  when  they  looked  at  privat- 
ization and  they  looked  at  the  staff  that  they  had  on  board,  they 
were,  in  fact,  able  to  reduce  the  amount  of  staff  that  they  currently 
had  on  board.  They  paid  the  staff  a  little  more  but  they  worked  a 
little  harder  at  performing  certain  services. 

They  were  able  to  go  to  a  managed  care  type  of  system  with 
clearly  identified  benchmarks  and  protocol  for  how  you  treat  pa- 
tients, how  long  a  hospital  stay  is  supposed  to  be.  So  they  were 
able  to  get  a  better  product  that  enhanced  the  capabilities  of  medi- 
cal services  at  the  same  time  it  reduced  the  costs  for  the  services 
being  provided. 

Oftentimes  we  are  in  a  position  of  having  vacant  positions  be- 
cause we  just  can't  attract  physicians,  physicians'  assistants, 
nurses  to  come  on  board.  It  is  difficult  with  the  pay  scale  we  have, 
and  it  is  heightened  by  the  fact  that  you  are  working  in  a  prison 
environment. 

Mr.  DrxON.  I  would  agree  with  you,  but  you  are  saying  inconsist- 
ent things.  You  are  saying  you  are  spending  more  money  and  you 
are  not  getting  quality  people. 

Mr.  QuANDER.  I  am  saying  that  I  am  not  getting  the  level  of  full 
staffing. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  other  words,  if  we  can  privatize,  the  quality  will 
go  up,  I  assume,  and  we  will  save  money? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  We  will  save  money — sometimes  what  will  happen 
is,  we  may  have  a  patient  that  is  a  D.C.  prisoner  who  is  sent  to 
D.C.  Greneral  Hospital.  He  is  not  on  our  rolls  once  he  goes  there, 
but  costs  are  continuing  to  accrue  to  the  city  and  to  D.C.  General 
Hospital. 

Under  a  managed  care  system  and  privatization,  what  has  hap- 
pened in  other  jurisdictions  is  they  better  manage  that  patient  so 
we  know  exactly  where  he  is,  what  the  treatment  calls  for;  there 
is  a  set  protocol  for  the  type  and  length  of  stay  that  will  be  in 
place. 

There  are  efficiencies  on  the  private  side  in  existence  that  we 
have  not  been  able  to  adopt  in  this  bureaucratic  system  that  we 
have  to  work  with. 

Mr.  Dkon.  That  is  kind  of  a  sad  commentary. 

Why  don't  we  just  privatize  everything? 

SELECTING  AREAS  TO  PRIVATIZE 

Mr.  QuANDER.  I  think  the  way  privatization  has  worked  is,  you 
pick  certain  areas 

Mr.  Dkon.  That  you  have  failed  in? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  Not  failed  in,  but  can  be  more  effectively  operated 
by  outside  sources. 

Mr.  Dkon.  What  makes  it  more  effective?  Why  is  it  that  the  doc- 
tor here  can  deliver  a  better  service  from  the  private  sector  than 
he  can  if  he  were  employed  full-time  at  the  Department  of  Correc- 
tions, or  a  nurse  or  a  paramedic? 

Ms.  Harmon.  If  I  might  add  something  to  that,  we  have  a  bifur- 
cated  
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Mr.  Dexon.  There  is  no  base  here  yet.  It  is  very  confusing. 

Ms.  Harmon.  We  have  a  bifurcated  system  now  because  we  have 
a  number  of  contractors  who  are  providing  services  where  we  can- 
not identify  qusdified  staff  who  will  come  on  board  for  the  salaries 
that  we  pay.  So  if  we  have  one  system  that  is  operating — independ- 
ent, a  private  vendor — it  will  create  better  accountability. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Why? 

Ms.  Harmon.  Because  the  profit  and  the  payment  to  that  con- 
tractor will  be  tied  to  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  in  performing 
the  care. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  don't  know  if  this  is  true  or  not,  but  what  you  are 
saying  is  that  a  person  on  the  city  payroll  who  is  vested  in  the  em- 
ployment right  is  not  motivated  to  do  a  good  job.  That  is  what  you 
said. 

Ms.  Harmon.  That  is  not  what  I  intended  to  say.  If  we  have  one 
system 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let's  have  an  all-public  system. 

Ms.  Harmon.  Well,  so  far,  we  have  not  been  able  to  implement 
a  fully  public  system  because  there  are  certain  job  categories 
wherein  we  cannot  attract  and  maintain  the  staff  who  are  required, 
such  as  physician  assistants,  nurses  and  some  physician  special- 
ties. We  can't  pay  them  enough. 

privatizing/saving  money  or  improving  services 

Mr.  Dixon.  If  you  said  that  we  want  to  privatize  because  the 
quality  of  delivery  would  be  better,  it  would  make  some  sense.  You 
are  not  privatizing  when  you  come  here  for  that  reason;  you  are 
privatizing  to  save  money.  And  on  the  other  hand,  you  say,  on  the 
private  side,  you  can  go  out  and  attract  these  specialists  who  de- 
mand and  deserve  higher  fees. 

There  is  an  inconsistency  in  my  mind  with  this  whole  argument. 
Is  it  to  save  money? 

Ms.  Harmon.  It  is  to  increase  efficiency  as  well  as  to  realize  sav- 
ings. I  think  the  two  have  to  be  looked  at  in  tandem. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  How  do  you  save  money  by  going  to  the  pri- 
vate sector,  when  you  just  said  you  cannot  fill  these  positions,  in 
essence,  because  of  caps  on  salaries?  So  I  don't  understand,  if  you 
have  a  salary  on  a  salary  cap  of  $80,000,  is  this  an  argument  that 
you  will  save  money  because  you  will  be  able  to  attract  a  radiolo- 
gist that  you  have  to  pay  $95,000. 

I  am  not  arguing  with  you.  There  are  words  coming  out,  but  they 
don't  make  a  lot  of  sense  to  me.  It  is  not  you — and.  Doctor,  you  can 
join  in  here — but  this  whole  thing  of  privatization,  unless  someone 
does  not  want  to  say  what  the  real  problem  is,  they  come  up  with 
different  rationales  here. 

Mr.  QUANDER.  One  example;  this  may  help. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  her  finish. 

restrictions/private  sector  vs.  government 

Ms.  Harmon.  The  private  sector  is  not  constrained  by  some  re- 
quirements that  government  has,  such  as  salary  caps,  such  as 
working  hours,  such  as  a  doctor  being  able  to  work  in  two  or  three 
different  facilities.  The  private  sector  can  attract  a  person  to  come 
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in  and  provide  services  as  needed,  maybe  for  three  hours  a  day  and 
then  go  to  a  private  practice. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Then  what  is  the  rationale  in  government  for  the  doc- 
tor not  having  a  private  practice? 

Ms.  Harmon.  I  am  not  saying  that  the  doctor  is  prevented  from 
having  a  private  practice.  I  did  not  mean  to  imply  that.  But  in  the 
private  sector  we  are  better  able  to  tailor  the  services  to  the  spe- 
cific needs  of  the  inmate  population. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Why? 

Ms.  Harmon.  Because  we  are  able  to  be  more  flexible  about  the 
working  hours,  about  the  working  arrangements  that  are  made 
with  the  employees. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Who  has  put  these  regulations  in  place? 

Ms.  Harmon.  Many  of  these  regulations  are  a  carryover  from  the 
Civil  Service  system.  They  are  the  same  regulations  that  the  Fed- 
eral government  is  constrained  by.  These  are  Civil  Service  require- 
ments. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Then  why  don't  we  change  the  regulations  instead  of    i 
going  to  the  private  sector?  " 

Ms.  Harmon.  I  think  that  is  certainly  a  very  feasible  thing  to 
pursue,  but  it  takes  time,  and  we  are  under  the  requirement  to 
provide  quality  care  for  many,  many  types  of  medical  needs. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  saying  to  me  in  part,  because  of  rules  and 
regulations  under  a  Civil  Service  system,  that  it  impacts  the  care 
that  sick  people  in  the  prisons  get? 

Ms.  Harmon.  I  am  saying  it  affects  the  flexibility  by  which  the 
agency  can  operate  to  deliver  the  services. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  that  it  costs  more  to  deliver  the  same  service 
under  the  Civil  Service  regulations  than  it  would  in  the  private 
sector? 

Ms.  Harmon.  It  depends  upon  the  circumstances. 
Mr.  DrxON.  Doctor,  maybe  you  can  help  here. 

VACANCIES  IN  MEDICAL  POSITIONS 

Ms.  Moore.  I  wanted  to  make  one  comment  and  then  I  will  defer 
to  Dr.  Hall.  To  the  extent  that  we  can  cover  all  medical  posts  in 
our  health  care  area,  we  are  providing  quality  care.  The  reality  is 
that  we  simply  have  not  historically  been  able  to  attract  the  level 
of  health  care  professionals  that  we  need  to  provide  the  kind  of 
care  that  our  inmates  both  need  and  deserve.  When  we  don't  pro- 
vide that  care,  we  find  ourselves  facing  class  action  suits,  individ- 
ual litigation;  and  it  costs  the  District  millions  of  dollars. 

PRIVATIZING  IMPROVES  QUALITY  OF  MEDICAL  CARE 

Mr.  Dixon.  Then  the  reason  for  this  proposed  change  is  not  to 
save  money,  but  rather  to  increase  the  quality  of  care?  See,  we  talk 
around  it,  but  it  does  not  make  any  sense  to  me  when  we  talk 
about  privatizing.  I  thought  it  was  to  reduce  expenditures.  The  real 
reason  is  to  increase  the  quality  of  care,  because  rules  and  regula- 
tions that  are  promulgated  in  the  District  in  this  case — and  I  may 
concede  that  maybe  the  Federal  government  has  the  same  problem, 
but  they  are  not  talking  about  privatizing  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Prisons'  medical  facilities.  So  the  reason  to  privatize  is  a  combina- 
tion of  those  two. 
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Mr.  QUANDER.  What  jurisdictions  have  found,  that  have  looked 
at  this,  is  that  it  is  a  combination  of  both;  that  there  is  a  reduction 
in  cost  because  of  the  competition  that  is  there,  and  there  has  also 
been  an  increase  of  benefit  enhancement  in  delivery  of  medical 
services  that  are  provided  to  the  inmate  population.  That  is  what 
we  are  seeing  now.  There  is  a  dual  benefit  that  is  produced  when 
this  is  done  the  right  way,  when  it  is  structured  properly  and  when 
the  contractor  is  held  to  specific,  identified  well-established  stand- 
ards that  he  has  to  meet,  then  I  believe  it  is  a  win-win  proposition 
and  jurisdictions  have  received  the  benefits  of  that. 

PRIVATIZATION  EXPERIENCE  IN  OTHER  JURISDICTIONS 

Dr.  Hall.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  just  add  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  You  probably  have  more  expertise. 

Dr.  Hall.  Hopefully,  we  can  do  both,  save  money  and  increase 
quality  of  care.  The  basis  for  some  of  this  is  by  looking  at  other  sys- 
tems. 

I  have  looked  at  10  or  12  of  the  systems  in  the  country  where 
the  system  was  run  by  government  employees  first,  and  then  they 
switched  to  privatization.  I  have  talked  with  medical  directors  to 
see  what  some  of  the  problems  were.  Allegedly,  also,  most  of  these 
systems  will  tell  you  that  the  productivity  increases  with  the  pri- 
vate contractor;  part  of  that  may  be  related  to  the  bureaucracy  in 
that  when  a  private  contractor  comes  on  the  job  and  doesn't  per- 
form as  you  expect,  you  can  say,  go  home  and  don't  come  back. 

In  a  bureaucracy  you  can  say,  go  home,  but  for  the  next  year  the 
person  can  return  until  you  Chapter  16  him  out  of  the  system, 
which  takes  awhile.  Plus  there  are  unions  and  other  issues  that  get 
involved  in  work  productivity  with  the  government  employee,  as 
opposed  to  the  private  contractor. 

Also,  when  you  write  RFP's  for  contractors,  you  make  sure  you 
tie  in  NCCHC  standards  such  that  you  tie  the  money — this,  what- 
ever, $500,000 — on  the  end  to  accreditation  by  NCCHC,  so  that  the 
contractor  has  to  perform  at  a  certain  level.  By  doing  that,  you 
have  to  ensure  quality  and  hopefully  can  do  it  at  a  lower  price. 

CHAIRMAN  DIXON'S  CONCERNS  ABOUT  PRIVATIZATION 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well — and  I  believe  your  statement  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect— I  believe  there  are  certain  things  that  happen  in  the  private 
sector  that  do  not  happen  in  the  public  sector  as  it  relates  to  the 
treatment  of  employees — and  I  am  not  criticizing  you  at  all. 

As  I  was  growing  up,  I  was  told  that  there  was  good  public  policy 
why  an  employee  had  procedural  rights.  Now  I  don't  know  if  that 
is  correct. 

What  I  hear  though,  generally  speaking,  particularly  with  the 
District  that  holds  itself  up  as  a  model,  on  the  one  hand — they 
want  to  hold  themselves  up  as  a  model  on  some  front;  but  when 
it  comes  to  money  or  employees,  they  want  to  hold  it  down  as  much 
as  possible.  I  plan  to  discuss  that.  I  imagine  you,  Ms.  Moore,  could 
could — or  maybe  not — make  a  good  case  for  privatizing  the  whole 
institution. 

There  was  a  discussion  in  the  newspaper  here  that  I  was  very 
displeased  with  the  plan  the  Mayor  had  initially  offered  up  or  one 
that  had  been  recommended  to  her  to  privatize  the  D.C.  General 
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Hospital;  and  she  decided,  as  I  understand  it,  to  go  some  quasi- 
public  route.  But  the  comment  in  the  paper  was  that  privatization 
raised  some  racial  inference  because  it  had  to  do  with  self-deter- 
mination. And  I  think  that  is  very,  very  sad.  I  mean,  if  we  want 
to  improve  efficiency  and  it  can  be  done  by  privatization,  then  it 
should  be  privatized. 

My  concern  as  it  relates  to  inmates  would  be,  this  is  the  constitu- 
ency with  the  least  clout — other  than  your  voice  and  I  can  tell  you 
are  very  aggressive  on  the  issue  and  very  well  founded  in  institu- 
tional knowledge.  But  they  are  the  last  people  that  have  any  voice 
in  how  they  receive  medical  treatment.  So  if  I  am  a  private  sector 
person  and  I  made  a  wrong  guess  that  the  District  government  is 
happy  with  because  I  underbid  this  contract,  but  I  am  going  to  take 
it  anyhow  and  find  ways  to  shave  the  costs  so  I  do  come  out  with 
a  profit;  it  is  that  constituency,  the  inmates,  who  have  very  little 
recourse. 

First,  he  is  in  there  for  a  crime  against  society  and  but  for  you, 
no  one  is  going  to  yell  and  scream  about  the  delivery  of  service  to 
him  or  her.  So  I  am  not  clear  about  what  we  are  saying  with  the 
privatization,  £ind  I  am  facing  this  in  Los  Angeles  and  everybody 
is  facing  it.  Why  don't  we  privatize  everything? 

There  have  been  talks  about  privatizing  corrections  because  they 
could  be  run  much  more  efficiently.  The  same  people  would  be  in 
jeopardy  of  their  jobs;  that  may  be  a  good  thing  or  it  may  be  a  bad 
thing.  The  contractors  are  motivated  more  because  they  don't  have 
these  protections.  It  has  been  an  issue  here  as  well  as  other  places: 
morale  is  low  so  the  government  employee  says  come  back  later;  or 
I  am  taking  a  smoke  break  now,  and  after  my  smoke  break  I  am 
going  to  lunch;  or  you  sent  me  the  wrong  form. 

There  is  a  suggestion  here,  and  then  I  will  finish— there  is  a  mo- 
rale problem  and  people  aren't  motivated.  It  doesn't  have  anything 
to  do  with  the  Mayor;  "I  got  this  job  and  no  one  is  going  to  let  me 
go,  so  it  doesn't  make  any  difference  who  is  the  boss."  He  goes  to 
work  and  says,  "I  count  8  pencils.  I  am  not  going  to  count  10;  I  am 
going  to  take  my  break,  and  go  home  at  3:30." 

CONTRACT  DEVELOPMENT  TO  ASSURE  QUALITY 

Ms.  MooRE.  I  want  to  comment,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  we  need 
to  privatize  and  we  develop  a  contract  that  does  not  have  a  strong 
quality  assurance  component,  does  not  have  a  strong  contract  mon- 
itoring component,  then  the  bottom  line  will  be  what  is  important 
to  the  vendor  and  not  the  delivery  of  quality  care  to  inmates.  I  will 
assure  you  that  I  will  look  very  closely  at  all  of  the  RFP's  as  we 
move  in  this  direction  to  ensure  that  continuity  of  care,  quality  as- 
surance and  contract  monitoring  are  built  into  this  process. 

PRIVATIZING  AND  EMPLOYEE  PLACEMENT 

Mr.  Dixon.  Can  you  tell  me  what  happens  to  those  employees 
who  are  fulfilling  these  jobs  at  the  present  time?  Are  they  trans- 
ferred to  other  jobs?  Are  they  terminated?  Presumably  there  is  a 
whole  group  of  people  that,  when  you  contract  out,  are  no  longer 
going  to  be  needed.  Are  they  absorbed  into  other  jobs?  Are  they  ter- 
minated? What  happens?  They  don't  just  fall  off  the  Earth. 
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Mr.  QUANDER.  There  may  be  a  range  of  options  that  take  place, 
depending  on  what  area  of  specialization.  On  the  medical  front,  for 
example,  there  is  legislation  saying  that  vendors  coming  in  have  to 
offer  positions  to  the  current  work  force  that  is  on  board  right  now. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  does  that  say? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  And  there  has  to  be  a  comparable  salary,  com- 
parable range  of  interest. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  you  interpret  the  language  that  the  City  Council 
put  in  last  year's  appropriations  bill  to  be  the  law  in  this  area? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  Yes,  I  believe  it  is  the  law  in  the  area.  I  believe 
it  is  also  subject  to  interpretation  as  far  as  reasonable  salaries, 
benefits  and  things  of  that  nature,  and  the  offers  that  have  to  be 
extended  to  certain  personnel. 

Mr.  Dekon.  Are  you  familiar  with  that,  Ms.  Moore? 

Ms.  Moore.  No,  sir. 

privatizing/efforts  to  block 

Mr.  Dixon.  My  view  was  that  the  general  intent  was  to  block  pri- 
vatization because  you  had  to  offer  comparable  wages,  you  had  to 
offer  first  refusal.  So  where  are  the  savings?  Are  the  sayings  that 
you  will  get  better  performance  because  of  the  intimidation  factor, 
as  the  doctor  said? 

Mr.  QUANDER.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  just  said  you  have  to  offer  comparable  wages  and 
you  have  to  give  these  people  the  first  right  of  refusal. 

Mr.  QuANDER.  For  the  positions  that  you  are  going  to  fill. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  now  they  are  working  for  the  private  sector? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  Not  all  of  the  work  force  will  be  working  for  the 
vendor. 

PRIVATIZING/COST-BENEFIT  ANALYSIS 

The  vendor  has  to  come  in  and  show  how  he  or  she  can  provide 
this  service  at  a  cost  savings  and  without  a  reduction  in  the 
amount  of  services  that  are  being  delivered  by  the  work  force. 

We  are  in  the  process  now  of  going  through  this  cost-benefit 
analysis  by  Peat-Marwick  who  will  sit  down  with  us,  work  with  us 
to  see  what  we  are  operating  now,  how  we  are  providing  the  serv- 
ices, and  bring  in  professionals  to  see  whether  or  not  there  can  be 
economies  of  scale  in  certain  areas. 

There  are  other  areas  that  we  may  be  able  to  look  at  on  privat- 
ization— for  example,  consent  decrees  and  court  orders.  Each  facil- 
ity we  are  operating  now  that  is  involved  in  a  court  order  has  its 
own  essential  staffing,  and  we  operate  several  24-hour  medical  fa- 
cilities. That  is  better  than  the  care  that  one  gets  in  the  streets  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  realizing  that  most  of  the  facilities  are 
only  five  minutes  away  from  one  another. 

There  may  not  be  a  need  to  have  three  separate  24-hour  medical 
facilities  in  operation  at  Lorton  when  you  can  have  a  centralized 
unit  and  an  ambulatory  system  to  provide  those  services. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  do  you  get  there  by  going  private? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  You  have  an  outside  source  other  than  the  De- 
partment of  Corrections  saying,  this  is  the  right  way  to  go.  You 
have  one  of  the  Big  Eight  accounting  firms  looking  at  operations 
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and  suggesting  how  you  can  provide  these  services  at  a  reduced 
cost  to  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Don't  you  think  that  the  private  sector  can  provide 
services  cheaper  than  the  public  sector — do  you  think  that? 

Mr.  QUANDER.  I  think  that  in  certain  instances  they  may  be  able 
to  provide  them  cheaper. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  What  about  schools? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  That  is  something  I  am  not 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  about  corrections? 

PRIVATIZING/LOUISIANA  EXPERIENCE 

Mr.  QUANDER.  In  general,  the  entire  operation,  I  am  not  sure; 
but  I  know,  for  example,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana  they  faced  the 
same  issue  and  they  had  a  private  concern  come  in  to  build  and 
to  operate  a  prison,  and  properly  operated,  properly  financed,  and 
they  have  compared  it  with  the  operation  of  their  own  State  of  Lou- 
isiana facilities. 

They  are  doing  a  cost  analysis  to  determine  which  one  is  operat- 
ing most  efficiently.  From  that,  they  will  be  able  to  tell  where  there 
are  some  savings,  how  are  the  facilities  operating?  Which  is  operat- 
ing more  efficiently,  operating  better,  providing  services?  Once  they 
finish  with  their  analysis,  the  information  will  be  shared  with  the 
Director  and  other  directors  throughout  the  country. 

So  there  is  a  move  afoot  to  take  the  analysis  that  you  have  given 
us  and  take  it  further  to  see  if  the  entire  system — at  least  institu- 
tions within  the  entire  system — can  be  privatized.  Right  now,  I 
don't  know  the  answer  and  don't  have  the  expertise  to  comment 
further  on  that. 

PRIVATIZING  TO  BE  BASED  ON  ANALYSIS 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  you  are  satisfied  on  the  medical  side? 

Mr.  QuANDER.  No,  I  think  it  is  worth  a  very  good  examination 
and  look-see.  We  may  determine  that  this  isn't  the  way  to  go  be- 
cause we  can't  build  into  the  RFP  the  protections  that  we  need  to 
make  sure  the  inmate  population  is  getting  the  services  they  need. 

If  we  feel  confident  we  can  provide  the  services  at  less  cost  to  the 
citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  then  I  think  we  can  make  an 
educated  decision  that  this  is  the  best  way  to  go.  We  are  trying  to 
gather  that  information. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Has  the  plan  been  totally  formulated,  Ms.  Moore? 

Ms.  Moore.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  we  are  doing  cost  ben- 
efit analyses  now.  That  is  where  we  are  at  in  the  process. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  long  do  you  think  it  will  take  to  formulate  the 
plan?  I  am  trying  to  figure  out  what  the  savings  will  be  in  FY 
1995. 

Ms.  Harmon.  The  consultants  have  not  completed  the  study  yet. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Then  why  are  you  promulgating  a  budget  based  on 
something  that  the  consultants  haven't  completed  for  you  at  this 
point? 

Ms.  Harmon.  Based  upon  assumptions  that  we  would  be  able  to 
get  cost  savings  and  enhanced  efficiency. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  doesn't  make  a  difference.  You  have  already  said 
this  is  the  road  you  are  going. 
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Ms.  Harmon.  By  the  fact  that  we  come  back  for  a  revised  budget 
to  do  a  supplemental,  that  that  leaves  room  for  some  adjustments. 

privatization/impact  on  government  employees 

Mr.  DrxON.  Ms.  Moore,  do  you  understand  the  issue  that  I  am 
raising?  I  don't  have  the  answer,  but  everyone  is  now  saying  the 
answer  is,  privatize;  and  there  are  some  burdens  to  that.  I  think 
that  government  employees  have  to  produce  and  if  there  is  some 
value  to  tenure  or  Civil  Service,  it  is  worth  fighting  for  and  main- 
taining. And  if  the  answer  is  privatization,  you  know,  I  think  a  lot 
of  people  in  a  small  community  are  either  going  to  be  working  for 
less  or  their  quality  of  performance  must  go  up. 

Now,  their  performance  might  be  low  or  they  may  be  working 
very  hard  already  and  they  are  going  to  have  to  work  harder,  but 
something  doesn't  jibe  when  you  say  you  can  take  the  same  people, 
pay  them  the  same  wages,  but  they  will  do  a  better  job  in  the  pri- 
vate sector.  I  just  wonder  how  you  will  save  money  by  doing  that. 

Doctor,  is  there  anything  you  want  to  add?  You  came  all  the  way 
up  here. 

Dr.  Hall.  I  said  what  I  have  to  offer. 

privatizing/department  to  RETAIN  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  assume  you  would  still  be  the  Director  of  Medical 
Services? 
Dr.  Hall.  That  has  to  be  decided  by  the  Director. 
Mr.  Dixon.  I  meant  there  will  be  that  position,  whether  it  is 
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Dr.  Hall.  There  will  be  a  quality  assurance  component,  a  mon- 
itoring component  to  make  sure  the  contract  holds  to  the  letter,  to 
see  that  the  inmates  get  the  quality  care  they  deserve. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Ms.  Moore,  I  enjoyed  working  with  you  and  look  for- 
ward to  seeing  you  next  year;  and  this  whole  issue  of  privatization 
will  work  its  way  out,  I  am  sure.  Thank  you  for  coming  today. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the  Department  to 
answer  for  the  record 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Department's  responses  fol- 
lows: 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 

Question; 

1.  What  is  the  situation  regarding  the  use  of  drugs  and  other 
illegal  substances  by  correctional  officers? 

(a)   What  monitoring  do  you  do  to  identify  drug  use  by  the 
staff  to  prevent  drugs  from  being  transferred  to  the 
inmate  population? 

Answer: 
1. 

The  department  believes  it  is  critical  to  protect  the  safety  and 
security  of  the  District's  prisons  by  preventing  the  introduction 
of  drugs  and  other  contraband  by  visitors  or  employees.   The 
department  cooperates  with  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  in 
the  investigation  and  prosecution  of  employees  suspected  of 
introducing  drugs  and  other  contraband.   Staff  are  observed  by 
supervisors  to  detect  any  behaviors  or  signs  of  impairment 
jeopardizing  performance  which  may  be  attributable  to  substance 
abuse,  as  well  as  other  factors.   All  correctional  employees  are 
subject  to  physical  "pat-down"  searches  upon  entering  any 
correctional  institution.   Visitors  are  searched,  metal  detectors 
are  used,  inmates  are  searched  after  they  have  visits,  vehicles 
entering  prison  grounds  to  transport  people  or  deliver  goods  are 
searched.   However,  such  procedures  will  never  reach  100% 
success. 

In  this  regard,  the  department  has  implemented  a  screening 
program  for  all  correctional  officer  applicants  which  includes 
drug  testing  and  criminal  background  checks.   Once  employed,  the 
department  believes  that  these  security  measures  should  be 
continued  through  a  policy  of  random  and  reasonable  suspicion 
drug  testing  of  current  employees.   Extending  this  policy  to 
executive  staff  and  all  employees  who  are  covered  under  the  law 
enforcement  retirement  system  would  subject  approximately  95 
percent  of  the  department's  nearly  4,000  employees  to  drug 
testing.   The  department  has  been  advised  by  legal  counsel  that 
it  cannot  unilaterally  implement  this  policy,  therefore 
legislation  to  permit  the  department  to  administer  random  and 
reasonable  suspicion  drug  tests  has  been  introduced  to  the 
Council  of  the  District  by  the  mayor. 

Question: 

2.  How  many  inmates  are  there  at  the  present  time? 

(a)   How  many  are  housed  in  District  facilities,  how  many  are 
in  Federal  facilities,  and  how  many  are  in  contract  facilities? 


10, 

,761 

116 

.10, 

,877 
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Answer; 
2  &  2a. 
As  of  July  19,  1994,  the  population  of  inmates  was  as  follows: 

Department  Facilities  10,111 

State  Facilities  158 

FBOP  (including  halfway  houses)  180 

Contract  Halfway  Houses  312 

Subtotal,  Housing 
Community  Supervision 

Total  System  Population 

Question: 

3 .    How  much  does  your  department  spend  on  overtime? 

Answer: 

3.  In  FY  93  the  department  spent  $5,842,000.   Through  June  1994 
the  department  has  spent  $11,392,000  for  overtime. 

Question: 

4.  What  kind  of  success  are  you  having  with  your  academic  and 
vocational  education  program? 

Answer: 
4. 

The  department  offers  an  array  of  academic  and  vocational 
programs  to  meet  the  diverse  needs  of  District  prisoners. 
Academic  programs  range  from  remedial  education  such  as  special 
education.  Chapter  I,  and  Adult  Basic  Education  (ABE)  programs, 
to  advanced  higher  education  through  a  prison  college  where 
inmates  can  earn  associate  or  baccalaureate  degrees.   During 
fiscal  year  1993,  475  prisoners  completed  ABE;  230  pre-GED;  131 
GED;  and  18  associate/bachelor  degrees.   Vocational  programs  also 
range  from  traditional  skills  such  as  carpentry  and  plumbing  to 
newer  vocations  such  as  computer  repair.   In  conjunction  with  the 
Apprenticeship  Council,  prisoners  can  also  receive  training 
required  to  become  certified  apprentices.   In  fiscal  year  1993, 
379  prisoners  completed  one  of  the  34  department  vocational 
programs. 

The  success  of  these  programs  can  also  be  measured  by  indicators 
such  as  enrollment  and  completions.   The  figures  on  the  following 
page  are  for  fiscal  year  1993: 
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Enrollment 

Enrollmt 

Enrollmt 

Average 

GED 

Cmpletns 

Average 

Average 

Daily 

Tested/ 

Street 

Prison 

Daily 

Academic  Passed 

Law 

Colleqe 

Vocational 

114 

5/3 
29/14 

29 
34 

0 

21 

75 

15 

42 

85 

23 

67 

520 

60/32 

48 

153 

232 

180 

8/5 
20/7 

30 
31 

15 

32 

140 

23 

0 

51 

4 

0 

344 

62/43 

33 

18 

181 

299 

43/18 

66 

43 

83 

265 

14/9 

63 

108 

66 

2,073 

242/131 

334 

402 

724 

provide  for 

the  record 

a  listing 

of  the  faci 

lities 

Facility 

Detention 

CTF 

Males 

Females 
Central 
Maximum 
Minimum 

Males 

Females 
Youth  Ctr 
Medium 
Occoquan 

TOTAL 

Question; 

5.   Please 

operated  by  the  department,  the  location,  and  the  number  of 

inmates  incarcerated  in  each  for  each  of  the  past  five  years  as 

of  May  31  of  each  year. 


Answer: 
5. 


District  of  Columbia 


5/90   5/91   5/92   5/93   5/94 


Detention  Facility 
Correctional  Treatment  Facility 
Community  Correctional  Center  #1 
Community  Correctional  Center  #2 
Community  Correctional  Center  /3 
Community  Correctional  Center  #4 
Cellblock  "B" 


1,657 

1,674 

1,690 

1,693 

1,671 

.  .  • 

•  •  . 

123 

803 

812 

239 

243 

237 

251 

164 

41 

19 

17 

22 

12 

90 

85 

88 

101 

88 

248 

255 

254 

259 

150 

39 

35 

37 

31 

0 

Lorton.  Virginia 


Central  Facility 
Maximum  Security 
Minimum  Security 
Minimum  Annex 
Youth  Center 
Medium  Security 
Modular  Facility 
Occoquan  Facility 


1,276    1,224    1,368       1,354       1,403 


511 
751 
181 
788 
610 
853 


525 
665 
131 
713 
721 
655 


620 


622 


624 


828  937  934 

124  150  168 

717  702  731 

961  1,014  1,020 

679  685  684 

1,767  1,735  1,723  1,763  1,762 


TOTAL 


9,051  8,680  9,466  10,387  10,223 
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Question; 

6.   Please  provide  for  the  record  a  listing  of  the  facilities 
that  you  do  not  operate  but  where  D.C.  inmates  are  incarcerated. 
Please  show  in  the  listing  how  many  inmates  were  incarcerated  in 
each  of  those  facilities  as  of  May  31,  1994. 

Answer: 

6.  D.C.  inmates  were  housed  in  facilities  not  operated  by  the 
department  on  May  31,  1994  as  follows: 

FBOP  (including  halfway  houses)      180 
West  Mason  Tenn.   Det.  Fac.  158 

Contracted  Halfway  Houses,  D.C.      318 

Question: 

7.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  listing  of  the  government 
housing  located  on  the  Lorton  Reservation  showing  the  number  of 
bedrooms,  who  uses  the  housing  and  how  the  rent  is  determined? 


Answer: 
7. 


ASSIGNMENT  OF  DEPARTMENT  RESIDENCES 


Program 
Health  Services 
Transportation 
Minimum  Security 
Administration 
Facilities  Mgmt. 
II         11 

H  n 

■I  II 


Employee 

Monthly 

Rent 

i- 

of  Bedrooms 

Vacant 

$236 

3 

Supply  Man 

age 

r    $342 

4 

Vacant 

$268 

2 

Vacant 

$268 

3 

Plumber 

$222 

4 

Plumber 

$216 

3 

Vacant 

$208 

2 

Plumber 

$208 

2 

The  Department  of  Administrative  Services,  Office  of  Real 
Property  Administration,  provides  the  department  with  an 
assessment  of  the  housing  units  in  the  Lorton  area.   Based  on 
that  assessment,  a  rental  cost  is  determined  which  is  considered 
fair  market  value  for  this  type  of  housing. 
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Tuesday,  May  17,  1994. 

FIRE  AND  EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

DEPARTMENT 

WITNESSES 

OTIS  J.  LATIN,  SR.,  FIRE  CHIEF 

MAURICE  D.  KILBY,  ASSISTANT  FIRE  CHIEF,  OPERATIONS 

RICHARD  CLARK,  ACTING  ASSISTANT  FIRE  CHIEF,  SERVICES 

THEODORE  HOLMES,  ACTING  FIRE  MARSHAL 

ROBERT  BASS,  M.D.,  MEDICAL  DIRECTOR 

DEIRDRE  JORDAN,  ADMINISTRATOR 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department  is  to  improve  the  quality  of  life 
for  those  who  choose  to  live,  work,  visit,  and  do  business  in  the  District  by  preventing  fires  before 
they  occur;  extinguishing  those  fires  that  do  occur;  and  by  providing  emergency  medical  and 
ambulance  service. 

Agency  Description 

The  department's  mission  is  achieved  by  providing  a  quality  basic  city  service  related  to  fire 
protection,  medical  and  ambulance  services,  and  overall  management  of  the  department.   This  makes 
a  profound  difference  in  the  decisions  of  people  and  businesses  to  remain  in,  or  locate  to,  the  District 
of  Columbia.    Currently,  there  are  32  engine  companies,  17  aerial  ladder  truck  companies,  4  rescue 
squads,  a  fireboat  company,  a  HAZ  MAT  company,  and  an  average  of  22  ambulance  units 
distributed  throughout  the  District. 

The  work  of  the  department  is  carried  out  through  the  following  major  programs: 

■  Fire  Prevention— enforcement  of  the  modern  fire  prevention  codes,  inspection  of  buildings  and 
structures  for  fire  hazards  and  protective  equipment,  and  investigation  of  the  causes  and 
circumstances  of  all  fires  in  the  District. 

■  Fire  Fighting— responsible  for  fighting  the  hostile  fires  that  occur  and  providing  quality  rescue 
services.    The  Fire  Fighting  Program  also  provides  prehospital  care  as  first  responders. 

■  Emergency  Medical  Services-responsible  for  the  overall  management  and  control  of 
emergency  prehospital  patient  care. 

■  Staff  Services— includes  all  departmental  management,  administration,  and  support  activities. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $73,149,000  and  1,821.0 

full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $3,033,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the 

revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $73,016,000  and  1,821.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $3,033,000  and  no 

change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $133,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from 

the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $76,182,000  and 
1,821.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $76,049,000  and  1,821.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 
FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 


762 


Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department 


The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $133,000  and  0.0  Klhs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 
Kits  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

Major  changes  in  FY  1995  include: 

■  A  reduction  of  $3,033,000  in  personal  services  to  reflect  the  agency's  portion  of  the 
administrative  cost  reduction. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:    The  workload  and  service  demands  of  the  department  will  continue  at  the  current  levels. 

The  department  will  focus  resources  on  providing  quality  basic  city  services  related  to  fire  protection, 
fire  prevention,  medical  and  ambulance  services,  and  the  overall  management  of  the  department. 

Impacts: 

■  A  viable  research,  planning  and  development  section  will  be  established  to  explore  new 
technologies,  state-of-the-art  fire  and  medical  services  approaches  and  to  develop  innovative 
ways  to  meet  the  department's  mission. 

■  A  professional  development  program  will  be  developed  for  prospective  command  staff 
executives  and  mid-level  managers. 

■  The  department  will  review  its  Standard  Operating  Procedures  (SOPs)  so  that  a 
comprehensive  training  initiative  can  be  implemented. 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FB) 


Programs 

SUfTing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                          | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FV95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

01  SUfr  Services 

158.1 

181.0 

181.0 

181.0 

15.76! 

12.819 

12.819 

12.819 

02  Rre  Suppression 
Operations 

U90.5 

1.301.0 

1.301.0 

1.301.0 

M.337 

49.638 

49.638 

47.036 

03  Emergency  Medical 
Services 

286.1 

339.0 

339.0 

339.0 

16,470 

13.725 

13.725 

13.294 

ToUl  Agenc; 

1.734.7 

1.821.0 

1.821.0 

1,821.0 

96.568 

76.182 

76.182 

73.149 

Appropriated  Funds 

1,734.7 

1,821.0 

1.821.0 

1,821.0 

95,181 

76,049 

76,049 

73,016 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrict  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.012 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

375 

133 

133 

133 

Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (FB) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY93 

FY94 

FY9S 

Ambulance  unit  responses 

151,649 

152.491 

152,905 

153.800 

Fire  liKS  value  ($  millionl 

19 

18 

19 

18 

Fire  prevention  inspections 

23,000 

25,700 

28,000 

30.000 

Types  of  alarms:  False  alarms 

0 

9,913 

10,400 

7.500 

Types  of  alarms:  Fire  rescue  &  service 

35,724 

38,374 

37.000 

36.000 

Types  of  alarms:  Medical  locals 

97,692 

104,552 

108.000 

108.000 
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Table  V 


Agency  Apprupriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FB) 


EKpendilure  Type 

Suffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                         | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FV93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

1,698.6 

1.774.0 

1.774.0 

1.774.0 

63.574 

53.358 

53.358 

50.325 

OUier  Pay 

36.1 

47.0 

47.0 

47.0 

589 

792 

792 

792 

AddlllDnal  (Jross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

13.891 

7.049 

7.049 

7.049 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.543 

7.593 

7.593 

7.593 

Total  Personal  Services 

1.734.7 

1.821.0 

1.821.0 

1.821.0 

85.697 

68.792 

68.792 

65.759 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

2.025 

1.803 

1.803 

1,803 

Energy 

1.061 

882 

882 

882 

735 

302 

302 

302 

Building  Rent 

12 

12 

12 

12 

Other  Services  &  Cliarges 

3.490 

2.883 

2.883 

2.883 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

61 

44 

44 

44 

Equipment 

2.100 

1.331 

1.331 

1.331 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

9.484 

7.257 

7.257 

7,257 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

1.734,7 

1.821.0 

1.821.0 

1.821.0 

95.181 

76.049 

76.049 

73.016 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Next  we  have  the  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Serv- 
ices Department. 

Chief,  how  are  you  today? 

Chief  Latin.  All  right.  How  are  you  today? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Pretty  good.  I  understand  that  you  are  from  Texas. 

Chief  Latin.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Did  you  know  my  friend  Mickey  Leland,  who  came 
to  Congress  with  me  in  1979? 

Chief  Latin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  We  have  before  us  the  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical 
Services  Department,  and  we  have  Otis  J.  Latin,  Jr.,  the  new  Chief 
of  our  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department;  and  Dr. 
Robert  Bass,  the  Director  of  the  Emergency  Ambulance  Bureau. 

PREPARED  statement  OF  FIRE  CHIEF 

,  Chief,  if  you  have  a  statement,  we  would  be  pleased  to  receive 
it  for  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  FIRE  CHIEF 

OTIS  J.  LATIN,  SR. 

DC  FIRE  AND  EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT 

BEFORE  THE  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMITTEE 

CONSIDERING  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  ADOPTED  BUDGET 


GOOD  MORNING,  CHAIRMAN  DIXON  AND  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS  OF  THIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE.  I  AM  OTIS  LATIN,  FIRE  CHIEF  OF  THE  D.C.  FIRE  AND 
EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  SERVICES  DEPARTMENT.  I  AM  HERE  TO  PRESENT  THE 
DEPARTMENT'S  REVISED  FISCAL  YEAR  1994  BUDGET  AND  FISCAL  YEAR  1995 
ADOPTED  BUDGET. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  HAVE  JOINING  ME  AT  THE  TABLE,  ASSISTANT  FIRE  CHIEF 
OF  THE  OPERATIONS  BUREAU,  MAURICE  D.  KILBY;  ACTING  ASSISTANT  FIRE 
CHIEF  OF  THE  SERVICES  BUREAU,  RICHARD  CLARK;  ACTING  FIRE  MARSHAL, 
THEODORE  HOLMES;  MEDICAL  DIRECTOR,  DR.  ROBERT  BASS;  AND  THE 
ADMINISTRATOR,  DEIRDRE  JORDAN. 

THE  DEPARTMENT'S  FY  1994  REVISED  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS  $76,049,000  AND 
1821  FULL-TIME  EQUIVALENT  POSITIONS  ( FTES ) ,  NO  CHANGE  FROM  THE  FY 
1994  ADOPTED  BUDGET.  OF  THIS  AMOUNT,  $68,792,000  AND  1821  FTES  IS 
ALLOCATED  FOR  PERSONAL  SERVICES  AND  $7,257,000  IS  FOR  NONPERSONAL 
SERVICES. 

THE  FY  1995  ADOPTED  BUDGET  IS  $73,016,000  AND  1821  FTES,  A 
DECREASE  OF  $3,033,000  FROM  THE  REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET  REQUEST.  OF 
THIS  AMOUNT,  $65,759,000  IS  ALLOCATED  FOR  PERSONAL  SERVICES,  A 
DECREASE  OF  $3,033,000  AND  $7,257,000  IS  FOR  NONPERSONAL  SERVICES. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WILL  BE  DISCUSSING  MY  VISION  AND  IMPORTANT  AREAS  OF 
CHANGE  FOR  THE  FIRE  AND  EMS  DEPARTMENT.  MAJOR  CHANGES  INCLUDE  THE 
FOLLOWING: 

*  THE  FY  1994  APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  WAS  DECREASED  BY  200  FTES 
AND  $6,000,000  AS  A  PART  OF  THE  EFFORT  TO  REDUCE  THE  SIZE  OF 
GOVERNMENT.  THIS  REDUCTION  WAS  ORIGINALLY  PREDICATED  ON  THE 
ABOLISHMENT  OF  UNIFORM  AND  CIVILIAN  POSITIONS  THROUGH  THE  RIF 
PROCESS.  A  REVISED  PLAN  WAS  DEVELOPED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT 
AND  APPROVED  BY  THE  MAYOR  IN  0IU3ER  TO  ACHIEVE  THESE 
REDUCTIONS.  THEY  ARE  BEING  ACCOMPLISHED  THROUGH  ABOLISHING 
VACANT  POSITIONS  AND  POSITIONS  THAT  BECOME  AVAILABLE  THROUGH 
DISABILITY  AND  OPTIONAL  RETIREMENTS. 

*  REMEDY  STATION  AND  EQUIPMENT  PROGRAMS. 

STRENGTHEN  LEADERSHIP  AND  DECENTRALIZE  DECISIONMAKING 
I  PLAN  A  STRONG  LEADERSHIP  ROLE  WHICH  WILL  BE  BASED  UPON  A 
FOUNDATION  OF  COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING.  GOALS,  OBJECTIVES, 
PRIORITIES  AND  ALTERNATIVES  WILL  BE  ESTABLISHED  TO  MEET  THE  MISSION 
OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FIRE  AND  EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT.  A  VIABLE  RESEARCH,  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  SECTION 
WILL  BE  ESTABLISHED  TO  EXPLORE  NEW  TECHNOLOGIES,  STATE-OF-THE-ART 
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FIRE  AND  MEDICAL  SERVICES  APPROACHES  AND  TO  DEVELOP  INNOVATIVE  WAYS 
TO  MEET  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  MISSION.  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRUCTURE  HAS  BEEN  CHANGED  IN  A  EFFORT  TO  STRENGTHEN  OPERATIONS  AND 
PROVIDE  AN  ENVIRONMENT  CONDUCIVE  TO  CHANGE.  THE  STRUCTURE  FOR  TOP 
MANAGEMENT  WAS  RE-ORGANIZED  AND  FLATTENED  OUT  SO  THAT  MAJOR 
DECISION  MAKING  WILL  BE  IN  THE  HANDS  OF  SEVERAL  INDIVIDUALS  TO 
ALLOW  FOR  A  "TEAM  APPROACH"  TO  THE  RESOLUTION  OF  PROBLEMS. 

THERE  WILL  NOT  BE  A  DISRUPTIVE  MASSIVE  CHANGE 

MASSIVE  CHANGE  WILL  DISRUPT  THE  EQUILIBRIUM  OF  THE  ORGANIZATION. 
I  AM  FOLLOWING  A  LOGICAL  PROGRESSION  OF  CHANGE  TO  IMPROVE 
MANAGEMENT,  SERVICE  DELIVERY  AND  EFFICIENCY.  THIS  PROGRESSION  OF 
CHANGE  WILL  FURTHER  STRENGTHEN  OUR  MANY  POSITIVE  ATTRIBUTES  AND 
IMPROVE  WHERE  WEAKNESSES  ARE  IDENTIFIED.  AS  PROBLEMS  AND  AREAS  OF 
CONCERNS  ARE  IDENTIFIED  MANAGEMENT  WILL  ENCOURAGE  THE  PARTICIPATION 
OF  ALL  EMPLOYEES  IN  THE  CHANGE  PROCESS.  THESE  CHANGES  IN 
ACTIVITIES  WILL  BUILD  AN  INTERNAL  CAPACITY  FOR  EFFECTIVE  MANAGEMENT 
AS  A  STANDARD  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT.  ADDITIONALLY,  A  PROACTIVE 
ATTITUDE  TOWARD  CHANGE  WILL  BE  NURTURED  AS  WE  BUILD  AN  INTERNAL 
CAPACITY  FOR  ADMINISTRATIVE  DIRECTION  TOWARD  LONG  TERM  PLANNING. 

IMPROVE  MANAGEMENT  CAPABILITIES 

TO  COPE  WITH  THE  CHALLENGES  FACING  FIRE  AND  EMS,  MY  COMMAND  STAFF 
AND  I  MUST  BE  PREPARED  ACADEMICALLY  AND  PROFESSIONALLY  TO  EXCEL  IN 
THIS  INCREASINGLY  COMPLEX  PUBLIC  SAFETY  ENVIRONMENT.  THE  DEPARTMENT 

WILL  BEGAN  INVESTING  IN  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  STRONG,  EFFECTIVE 
MANAGERS  BECAUSE  THE  LIONS  SHARE  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  SENIOR  STAFF 
AND  MID-LEVEL  MANAGERS  ARE  NEARING  RETIREMENT.  AS  A  RESULT,  A 
PROFESSIONAL  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM  WILL  BE  DEVELOPED  FOR  PROSPECTIVE 
COMMAND  STAFF  EXECUTIVE  AND  MID-LEVEL  MANAGERS.  I  AM  WELL  AWARE 
THAT  EDUCATION  ALONE  WILL  NOT  TEACH  A  PERSON  TO  BE  AN  OUTSTANDING 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICER  ANY  MORE  THAN  A  BOOK  ON  FIREFIGHTING  TACTICS  WILL 
PREPARE  A  PERSON  TO  COMMAND  A  MAJOR  FIRE  INCIDENT.  HOWEVER,  FORMAL 
STUDIES  COUPLED  WITH  EXPERIENCE  CAN  ACTUALLY  LESSEN  THE  TIME  IT 
TAKES  TO  BE  AN  EFFECTIVE  MANAGER  AND  SUPERVISOR. 

RE-ENGINEER  THE  FIRE  SERVICE 

USING  THE  RIVILIN  COMMISSION  REPORT  AS  A  GUIDEPOST,  MAYOR  KELLY  HAS 
SUCCESSFULLY  MADE  MANY  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT  DURING  THE 
PASS  FEW  BUDGET  YEARS.  FOR  EXAMPLE,  STAFFING  LEVELS  WERE  REDUCED 
ON  ENGINE  COMPANIES  FROM  FIVE  PERSONS  TO  FOUR;  THE  PRACTICE  OF  TWO 
PIECE  ENGINE  COMPANIES  WERE  DISCONTINUED;  STAFFING  LEVELS  WERE 

REDUCED  ON  TRUCK  COMPANIES;  AND  ENGINE  COMPANY  NO.  3  WAS  CLOSED. 
DURING  THIS  PROCESS  MINIMUM  TRAINING  ON  REVISED  STANDARD  OPERATING 
PROCEDURES  ( SOPs )  WERE  PERFORMED.  ALL  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  SOPs  ARE 
BEING  REVISED  IN  AN  EFFORT  TO  MAKE  ADJUSTMENTS  AND  CHANGES  AS 
NEEDED.  ADDITIONALLY,  TRAINING  MODULES  ARE  BEING  DEVELOPED  SO  THAT 
EACH  MEMBER  WILL  BE  TRAINED  APPROPRIATELY  TO  MEET  THE  DEPARTMENT'S 
MISSION. 


767 


-3- 

WORK  WITH  THE  UNION  LEADERSHIP 

I  HAVE  ESTABLISHED  AN  OPEN  DOOR  POLICY  WITH  THE  DIFFERENT  UNIONS 
AND  ORGANIZATIONS  THAT  DEPARTMENTAL  PERSONNEL  ARE  ASSOCIATED  WITH. 
I  HAVE  ALREADY  MET  WITH  THE  LEADERSHIP  OF  ALL  OF  THE  UNIONS  AND 
ORGANIZATIONS  IN  THE  DEPARTMENT.  ADDITIONALLY,  I  HAVE  MET  WITH 
ALL  OF  THE  CHIEF  OFFICERS  ON  ALL  PLATOONS  AND  IN  ALL  OF  THE 
DIVISIONS  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT.  MY  MANAGEMENT  STYLE  IS  ONE  OF 
INVOLVING  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  IN  THE  PROBLEM  SOLVING 
PROCESS . 

INTEGRATE  EMS  INTO  THE  TOTAL  MISSION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT 
I  STRONGLY  SUPPORT  EMS  AS  A  PART  OF  THE  MISSION  OF  THIS  DEPARTMENT. 
MORE  PEOPLE  DIE  FROM  SUDDEN  DEATH  SYNDROME  THAN  FROM  ANY  OTHER 
SINGLE  DISEASE  PROCESS.  YET,  A  LARGE  PERCENTAGE  OF  THESE  DEATHS 
CAN  BE  PREVENTED  GIVEN  THE  RAPID  PROVISION  OF  AN  EMERGENCY  MEDICAL 
SERVICES  CHAIN  OF  SURVIVAL.  I  CONSIDER  A  GOOD  FIRST  RESPONDER 
PROGRAM  THAT  UTILIZES  FIRE  APPARATUS  TO  RESPOND  TO  MEDICAL 
EMERGENCIES  TO  BE  THE  BACKBONE  OF  THE  EMS  CHAIN  OF  SURVIVAL 
SYSTEM.  WE  WILL  CONSTANTLY  STRIVE  TO  IMPROVE  THE  EFFICIENCY  OF  THE 
EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  SERVICES  BUREAU. 

FIRE  PREVENTION  AND  EDUCATION 

THE  USE  OF  TECHNOLOGY  TO  DEVELOP  COST  SAVING  OPPORTUNITIES  IS  VERY 
IMPORTANT  IN  OUR  FIRE  PREVENTION  AND  FIRE  SUPPRESSION  EFFORTS. 
FIRE  PREVENTION  EDUCATION  WILL  SAVE  LIVES  AND  PROPERTY  IN  ADDITION 
TO  REDUCING  THE  COST  OF  FIRE  PROTECTION.   WE  ARE  ORGANIZING  FIRE 

PREVENTION  TO  SERVE  THE  CITIZENS,  FIREFIGHTERS  AND  THE  BUSINESS 
COMMUNITY.  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  FORM  A  PARTNERSHIP  WITH  THE  COMMUNITY 
AND  BUSINESS  LEADERS  SO  THAT  THEY  CAN  ASSIST  THE  DEPARTMENT  WITH 
FIRE  PREVENTION  AND  EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  PREVENTION  EDUCATION 
ACTIVITIES  AND  PROGRAMS.  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  EACH  CITIZEN  KNOWING 
HOW  TO  PERFORM  CARDIO-PULMONARY  RESUSCITATION  (CPR)  AND  THE 
IMPORTANCE  OF  HAVING  A  WORKING  SMOKE  DETECTOR  IN  THEIR  HOME  MUST  BE 
COMMUNICATED  THROUGH  COMMUNITY  ORGANIZATION  BY  USING  A  TRAIN-THE- 
TRAINER  CONCEPT.  MY  BACKGROUND  IN  TRAINING  WILL  ASSIST  ME  WITH  THE 
DEVELOPMENT  OF  THIS  KIND  OF  CONCEPT. 

I  AM  OF  THE  OPINION  THAT,  WE  CAN  PLAN  FOR  THE  FUTURE  AND  SEEK 
INNOVATIVE  AND  EFFECTIVE  WAYS  TO  PROTECT  THE  CITIZENS.  WE  MUST 
FOCUS  ON  DEVELOPING  TEAM  SPIRIT  AND  DISCIPLINE  AMONG  THE  FIANK  AND 
FILE.  IT'S  VERY  IMPORTANT  FOR  OUR  EMPLOYEES  TO  ENJOY  COMING  TO 
WORK  AND  TO  BE  CHALLENGED  AND  MOTIVATED.  I  AM  CONVINCED  THAT  IF  WE 
CAN  INSPIRE  OUR  MEN  AND  WOMEN  TO  ACCEPT  THE  CHALLENGE  TO  MAKE  A 
DIFFERENCE,  WE  WILL  ACHIEVE  SUCCESS  IN  OUR  MISSION. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  GIVING  ME  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SHARE  MY  IDEAS  WITH 
YOU. 
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Mr.  Dexon.  If  you  would  like  to  highlight  your  statement,  you 
may  do  so  now;  and  then  I  would  call  on  Dr.  Bass  to  insert  his 
statement. 

And  I  understand,  Dr.  Bass,  you  are  going  to  be  leaving. 

Dr.  Bass.  Not  yet,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  story  in  the  newspaper  was  premature? 

Dr.  Bass.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  At  this  point.  Chief,  I  don't  have  any  questions.  I 
know  that  you  are  new  here.  I  appreciate  your  taking  time  to  come 
up. 

Chief  Latin.  I  appreciate  that.  Sounds  good  to  me.  I  do  have  a 
statement. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Ms.  Moore  kind  of  said,  if  you  don't  mind,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  am  going  to  read  my  statement,  and  later  on  she  said  to 
me  as  she  left  that  she  had  worked  hard  preparing  her  statement 
and  wanted  to  read  it.  If  you  have  a  statement,  it  is  fine. 

Opening  Remarks  of  Fire  Chief 

Chief  Latin.  Grood  afternoon.  Chairman  Dixon  and  distinguished 
Members  of  this  subcommittee.  I  am  Otis  Latin,  Fire  Chief  of  the 
D.C.  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical  Services  Department.  I  am  here 
to  present  the  Depzirtment's  revised  fiscal  year  1994  budget  and 
fiscal  year  1995  adopted  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  joining  me  at  the  table,  on  my  right,  Ms. 
Deirdre  Jordan,  Administrator  for  the  Department;  Acting  Assist- 
ant Chief  Richard  Clark;  Assistant  Chief  Maurice  Kilby  of  the  Op- 
erations Division;  Dr.  Robert  Bass,  Director  of  the  Emergency  Med- 
ical Services  portion  of  the  Department;  and  Acting  Fire  Marshal 
Theodore  Holmes. 

The  department's  fiscal  year  1994  revised  budget  request  is 
$76,046  million  and  1,821  full-time  equivalent  positions,  no  change 
from  the  fiscal  year  1994  adopted  budget.  Of  this  amount  $68,792 
million  and  1,821  FTE's  is  allocated  for  personal  services  and 
$7,257  million  is  for  nonpersonal  services.  The  fiscal  year  1995 
adopted  budget  is  $73,016  million  and  1,821  FTE's,  a  decrease  of 
$3,033  million  from  the  revised  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request.  Of 
this  amount,  $65,759  million  is  allocated  for  personal  services,  a 
decrease  of  $3,033  million,  and  $7,257  million  is  for  nonpersonal 
services. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  discussing  my  vision  and  the  important 
areas  of  change  for  the  Fire  and  EMS  Department. 

MAJOR  changes 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

The  fiscal  year  1994  appropriated  budget  was  decreased  by  200 
FTEs  and  $6  million  as  a  part  of  the  effort  to  reduce  the  size  of 
government.  This  reduction  was  originally  predicated  on  the  abol- 
ishment of  uniformed  and  civilian  positions  through  the  RIF  proc- 
ess. A  revised  plan  was  developed  by  the  Department  and  approved 
by  the  Mayor  in  order  to  achieve  these  reductions.  They  are  being 
accomplished  through  abolishing  vacant  positions  and  positions 
that  become  available  through  disability  and  optional  retirements. 

We  will  try  to  remedy  station  and  equipment  problems. 
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Additionally,  I  intend  to  strengthen  leadership  and  decentralize 
decision-making.  I  plan  a  strong  leadership  role,  which  will  be 
based  upon  a  foundation  of  comprehensive  planning.  Goals,  objec- 
tives, priorities  and  alternatives  will  be  established  to  meet  the 
mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Fire  and  Emergency  Medical 
Services  Department.  A  viable  research,  planning  and  development 
section  will  be  established  to  explore  new  technologies,  state-of-the- 
art  fire  and  medical  services  approaches  and  to  develop  innovative 
ways  to  meet  the  Department's  mission. 

The  Department's  organizational  structure  has  been  changed  in 
an  effort  to  strengthen  operations  and  provide  an  environment  con- 
ducive to  change.  The  structure  for  top  management  was  reorga- 
nized and  flattened  out  so  that  major  decision-making  will  be  in 
the  hands  of  several  individuals  to  allow  for  a  "team  approach"  to 
resolution  of  problems. 

There  will  not  be  a  disruptive,  massive  change.  Massive  change 
will  disrupt  the  equilibrium  of  the  organization.  I  am  following  a 
logical  progression  of  change  to  improve  management  service  deliv- 
ery and  efficiency.  This  progress  of  change  will  further  strengthen 
our  many  positive  attributes  and  improve  where  weaknesses  are 
identified. 

As  problems  and  areas  of  concerns  are  identified,  management 
will  encourage  the  participation  of  all  employees  in  the  change 
process.  These  changes  in  activities  will  build  an  internal  capacity 
for  effective  management  as  a  standard  in  the  Department.  Addi- 
tionally, a  proactive  attitude  toward  change  will  be  nurtured  as  we 
build  an  internal  capacity  for  administrative  direction  toward  long- 
term  planning. 

IMPROVING  MANAGEMENT  CAPABILITIES 

We  will  improve  management  capabilities.  To  cope  with  the 
changes  facing  Fire  and  EMS,  my  command  st£iff  and  I  must  be 
prepared  academically  and  professionally  to  excel  in  this  public 
safety  environment.  The  Department  will  begin  investing  in  the  de- 
velopment of  strong,  effective  managers  because  the  lion's  share  of 
the  Department's  senior  staff  and  midlevel  managers  are  nearing 
retirement.  As  a  result,  a  professional  development  program  will  be 
developed  for  prospective  command  staff  executive  and  midlevel 
managers. 

I  am  well  aware  that  education  alone  will  not  teach  a  person  to 
be  an  outstanding  executive  officer,  any  more  than  a  book  on  fire- 
fighting  tactics  will  prepare  a  person  to  command  a  major  fire  inci- 
dent. However,  formal  studies  coupled  with  experience  can  actually 
lessen  the  time  it  takes  to  be  an  effective  manager  and  supervisor. 

RIVLIN  COMMISSION  REPORT 

We  plan  to  reengineer  the  fire  service.  Using  the  Rivlin  Commis- 
sion report  as  a  guidepost.  Mayor  Kelly  has  successfully  made 
many  accomplishments  in  the  Department  during  the  past  few 
budget  years.  For  example,  staffing  levels  were  reduced  on  engine 
companies  from  five  persons  to  four;  the  practice  of  two-piece  en- 
gine companies  was  discontinued,  staffing  levels  were  reduced  on 
truck  companies,  and  Engine  Company  No.  3  was  closed.  During 
this  process,  minimum  training  on  revised  standard  operating  pro- 
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cedures  were  performed.  All  the  Department's  SOPs  are  being 
changed  as  needed.  Additionally,  training  modules  are  being  devel- 
oped so  that  each  member  will  be  trained  appropriately  to  meet  the 
Department's  mission. 

We  will  work  with  the  union  leadership.  I  have  established  an 
open  door  policy  with  the  different  unions  and  organizations  that 
departmental  personnel  are  associated  with.  I  have  already  met 
with  the  leadership  of  all  of  the  unions  and  organizations  in  the 
Department.  Additionally,  I  have  met  with  all  of  the  chief  officers 
on  all  platoons  and  in  all  of  the  divisions  of  the  Department. 

My  management  style  is  one  of  involving  members  in  the  Depart- 
ment in  the  problem-solving  process. 

EMERGENCY  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

We  also  plan  to  integrate  EMS  into  the  total  mix  of  this  Depart- 
ment. I  strongly  support  EMS  as  a  part  of  the  mission  of  this  De- 
partment. More  people  die  from  sudden  death  syndrome  than  from 
any  other  single  disease  process.  Yet  a  large  percentage  of  these 
deaths  can  be  prevented  given  the  rapid  provision  of  an  Emergency 
Medical  Services  chain  of  survival.  I  consider  a  good  first  responder 
program  that  utilizes  fire  apparatus  to  respond  to  medical  emer- 
gencies to  be  the  backbone  of  the  EMS  chain  of  survival  system. 
We  will  constantly  strive  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  Emer- 
gency Medical  Services  Bureau. 

FIRE  PREVENTION  AND  EDUCATION 

Fire  prevention  and  education:  The  use  of  technology  to  develop 
cost-saving  opportunities  is  very  important  in  our  fire  prevention 
and  fire  suppression  efforts.  Fire  prevention  education  will  save 
lives  and  property  in  addition  to  reducing  the  cost  of  fire  protec- 
tion. We  are  organizing  fire  prevention  to  serve  the  citizens,  fire 
fighters  and  the  business  community. 

I  would  like  to  form  a  partnership  with  the  community  and  busi- 
ness leaders,  so  that  they  can  assist  the  Department  with  fire  pre- 
vention and  emergency  medical  prevention  education  activities  and 
programs.  The  importance  of  each  citizen  knowing  how  to  perform 
cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  and  the  importance  of  having  a 
working  smoke  detector  in  their  home  must  be  communicated 
through  community  organization  by  using  a  train-the-trainer  con- 
cept. My  background  in  training  will  assist  me  with  the  develop- 
ment of  this  kind  of  concept. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  we  can  plan  for  the  future  and  seek  in- 
novative and  effective  ways  to  protect  the  citizens.  We  must  focus 
on  developing  team  spirit  and  discipline  among  the  rank  and  file. 
It  is  very  important  for  our  employees  to  enjoy  coming  to  work  and 
to  be  challenged  and  motivated.  I  am  convinced  that  if  we  can  in- 
spire our  men  and  women  to  accept  the  challenge  to  make  a  dif- 
ference, we  will  achieve  success  in  our  mission. 

Thank  you  for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  share  my  ideas  with 
you.  If  you  have  questions,  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  them. 
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OVERTIME 

Mr.  Dixon.  Can  you  tell  me  how  much  you  have  spent  thus  far 
this  year  on  overtime? 

Chief  Latin,  Yes,  sir,  I  can.  The  total  as  of  4/16/94,  we  spent 
$5,962,143. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Can  you  tell  me  how  much  your  total  spending  in  fis- 
cal year  1993? 

Chief  Latin.  Yes,  sir,  a  total  of  $9,434,982. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Can  you  tell  me  how  much  you  have  budgeted  for 
overtime  in  1995? 

Chief  Latin.  $3,088  million. 

Remarks  of  Emergency  Medical  Services  Director 

Mr.  Dexon.  Dr.  Bass,  do  you  want  to  give  me  a  highlight  of  the 
Emergency  Medical  Services  Bureau  and,  in  particular,  how  the 
ambulance  response  time  and  those  things  are  doing? 

Dr.  Bass.  Yes,  sir,  I  would  be  happy  to.  I  do  not  have  a  prepared 
statement. 

We  have  continued  to  make  improvements,  particularly  in  the 
area  of  the  number  of  advanced  life  support  units  that  we  have.  We 
have  about  an  average  of  22  units  on  the  street,  from  18  at  a  low 
to  26  at  a  high. 

In  1992,  of  those  26  units,  only  5  were  advanced  life  support.  As 
of  this  month,  we  have  12  units  that  are  advanced  life  support;  and 
by  September,  we  will  have  13  units,  which  was  our  goal  for  this 
year. 

Our  response  time  is  a  9-to-9.5-minute  average  time,  and  we 
have  done  a  number  of  operational  changes.  We  have  seen  a 
minute  improvement  over  the  last  two-and-a-half  years,  basically 
because  of  operational  changes  we  have  made. 

When  we  get  busy,  we  try  to  improve  the  turnaround  time  at  the 
hospital.  We  have  taken  the  two  units  that  were  responding  to 
paramedic  calls  and  reduced  it  to  one,  except  in  circumstances 
where  a  paramedic  unit  is  a  long  ways  away.  That  has  improved 
our  ambulance  availability.  Despite  that,  during  the  month  we  will 
still  run  out  of  units  because  we  don't  have  enough  units. 

relationship  of  ems  with  emergency  rooms 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  relationship  between  the  emergency  rooms  and 
your  units  is  good  now. 

Dr.  Bass.  Yes,  sir.  Between  the  medical  community  I  think  it  is 
very  good.  I  am  not  sure  the  emergency  rooms  like  to  see  us  come 
sometimes,  particularly  when  they  are  very,  very  busy.  But  we  try 
to  handle  that  in  a  proactive  manner.  We  have  a  number  of  plans 
and  contingencies  for  diverting  units,  et  cetera,  if  a  hospital  gets 
particularly  busy. 

VIEW  ON  PRIVATIZATION 

Mr.  Dixon.  Do  you  think  the  emergency  medical  system  or  the 
ambulance  service  itself  could  be  better  operated  if  privatized? 

Dr.  Bass.  It  is  a  very  difficult  question  to  answer,  sir.  I  think  cer- 
tainly there  are  some  advantages  in  privatization. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  are  they? 
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Dr.  Bass.  Well- 


Mr.  Dixon.  Just  in  general. 

Dr.  Bass.  Private  services  generally  are  not  burdened  by  the  pro- 
curement and  personnel  problems  that  I  think  governments  are. 
They  can  move  a  little  more  quickly  and  definitively  to  meet  their 
objectives.  I  would  say  that  is  one  advantage. 

Mr,  DrxON.  Well,  that  depends  on  how  you  look  at  it.  It  could  be 
a  burden,  but,  to  somebody  else,  a  burden  may  be  a  benefit. 

Dr.  Bass.  To  the  employee. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Yes. 

Dr.  Bass.  Yes,  sir,  absolutely.  That  is  a  two-edged  sword. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Okay.  Go  ahead.  What  else? 

Dr.  Bass.  The  down  side  is  that  employees  can  be  unhappy  in 
some  of  these  transitions.  There  is  something  called  the  public  util- 
ity model,  is  a  quasi-govemment  control  privatization,  if  you  would. 
It  has  been  fairly  successful  in  cases  where  it  has  been  employed, 
but  it  is  not — even  though  it  has  been  a  pretty  successful  model  it 
has  not  received  widespread  acceptance  yet  in  the  sense  that  we 
haven't  seen  that  segment  of  the  market  growing  as  rapidly  as  we 
thought  we  would. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  reasons  is  that  there  is  a  bit  of  employee  re- 
sistance to  that  concept  of  privatization  in  government  so  some- 
times they  are  a  little  reluctzmt  to  go  into  that.  But  that  is  an  op- 
tion. 

I,  on  the  other  hand,  maintain  that  those  in  the  government  sec- 
tor of  the  business,  of  the  industry,  need  to  look  at  our  colleagues 
in  the  private  sector  and  learn  from  some  of  their  innovations.  In 
particular,  I  think  there  are  some  issues  with  respect  to  how  they 
staff  units,  how  they  deploy  them,  et  cetera,  that  we  can  look  at 
to  improve  the  efficiency  of  our  operations  as  well. 

FEMALE  FIRE  FIGHTER 

Mr.  Dexon.  Chief,  for  the  first  time  today,  I  noticed  a  woman  fire 
fighter  present  here,  and  I  have  never  asked  about  the  employment 
level  and  how  aggressively  you  pursue  women  for  fire  fighter  posi- 
tions. And  I  know  that  you  are  new,  but  would  you  talk  about  that? 

Chief  Latin.  I  think  we  have  a  pretty  diverse  department  and 
probably  not  exactly  where  we  need  to  be  in  all  categories,  but  I 
feel  we  do  have  a  good  mix.  We  have  in  the  uniform  side  of  our 
deployment,  the  fire  fighters,  we  have  38  black  females,  three 
white  females  and  five  of  the  other,  like  Hispanic  and  other  races. 
So  I  think  when  you  look  at  that,  as  compared  to  across  the  coun- 
try  

Mr.  Dexon.  And  they  are  qualified  fire  fighters? 

Chief  Latin.  They  are  qualified  fire  fighters. 

Now  in  our  total  department,  you  know,  we  have  some  better  fig- 
ures than  that. 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  know,  but  I  wasn't  talking  about  civilian.  I  was 
talking  about  within  the  fire  fighting  force. 

Chief  Latin.  If  you  are  looking  at  the  uniform  fire  fighter  side 
I  think  it  is  in  good  shape.  We  still  need  more  in  all  of  the  cat- 
egories, but  I  believe  that  the  Department  is  moving  in  the  right 
direction  in  terms  of  that. 
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Mr.  DrxON.  Do  you  have  a  special  recruitment  program  for 
women? 

Chief  Latin.  Well,  presently  we  are  not  recruiting  because  we 
are  not  hiring,  but  most  certainly  when  we  start  back  again  we  will 
definitely  like  to  improve  in  all  of  those  areas,  females,  Hispanics 
and  all. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  I  wish  I  could  think  of  more  questions  for  you, 
but  I  can't. 

Chief  Latin.  Don't  trouble  yourself. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  don't  have  any  other  questions.  Chief  and  Dr.  Bass. 
And  you  are  the  Fire  Marshall,  Mr.  Holmes. 

Mr.  Holmes.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  appreciate  all  of  you  coming  up  today,  and  I  assume 
that  this  will  be  the  last  occasion  you  will  be  coming  up? 

Dr.  Bass.  No,  sir.  We  will  see. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Okay.  I  am  only  responding  to  the  newspaper. 

KEEPING  EMS  WITHIN  FIRE  DEPARTMENT 

Chief  Latin.  Just  for  the  record  now,  I  am  totally  in  favor  of  the 
EMS  being  within  the  Fire  Department.  I  want  that  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Why? 

Chief  Latin.  I  think  it  is  a  better  thing  for  the  citizens  of  the 
District. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Why? 

Chief  Latin.  I  believe  that  as  a  department  we  can  provide  the 
best  service  to  the  citizens  of  the  District.  We  are  used  to  providing 
emergency  services  and  emergency  operations.  So  when  you  are  a 
person  or  a  department  that  has  that  ability  to  provide  that  type 
of  service  already  you  can  do  a  better  job.  We  also  provide  a  first 
responder  capability.  We  respond  to  medical  emergencies  with  our 
fire  trucks,  and  they  are  strategically  located. 

The  first  responder  component  of  the  chain  of  survival  is  one  of 
the  most  crucial.  In  my  statement  I  said  that.  We  can  get  to  a  loca- 
tion with  a  first  responder  (fire  apparatus)  within  four  and  a  half 
minutes,  to  get  an  ambulance  there  it  is  going  to  take  nine  min- 
utes. 

You  heard  Dr.  Bass  say  it  takes  nine  minutes.  We  have  an  abil- 
ity with  an  AED  (Automatic  External  Defribilator)  with  each  one 
of  our  fire  apparatuses  to  get  to  a  person,  provide  services  to  that 
person  within  four  and  a  half  minutes  and  with  these  new  tech- 
nologies we  are  saving  lives.  With  AEDs,  you  can  shock  a  person's 
heart  back  and  save  that  person  prior  to  the  ambulance  getting 
there  to  complete  the  process. 

So  I  am  totally  for  it  being  within  the  fire  service. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Let's  just  privatize  the  whole  thing. 

Chief  Latin.  No,  I  definitely  don't  want  that. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  We  had  a  discussion  about  privatization  before  you 
came  in  2ind  that  is  what  this  all  relates  to. 

Thank  you  very  much,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  for  coming  up 
today. 

Dr.  Bass.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  DrxON.  I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the  De- 
partment to  answer  for  the  record. 

We  will  stand  in  recess  until  10:00  a.m.  Wednesday  morning,  at 
which  time  we  will  take  up  the  courts,  the  Board  of  Real  Property 
Assessments  and  Appeals,  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency,  the  public 
education  system,  and  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Department's  responses  fol- 
low:] 
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D.C.   Fire  and  Emergencg  Medical  Services  Department 

Responses  to  Questions  from  the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  for  the  Congressional  Hearing  Record 

1.    Question! 

Last  year  this  Committee  included  language  under  section  132 
to  allow  up  to  50  fire  fighters  who  were  on  extended  sick 
leave  to  retire  on  disability  and  not  be  counted  in  the 
computation  of  the  trigger  mechanism  relative  to  disability 
retirements. 

(a)  How  has  that  waiver  impacted  the  department? 

(b)  How  many  of  the  50  fire  fighters  have  retired  on 
disability? 

1.  Answer ; 

The  waiver  to  extend  the  number  of  disability  retirements 
beyond  the  cap  allowed  the  Department  to  aggressively  pursue 
the  retirement  of  uniformed  firefighters  on  extended  sick 
leave  and/or  light  duty.   As  of  April  22,  1994,  forty-eight 
(48)  uniformed  firefighters  were  retired  on  disability. 
This  resulted  in  cost  savings  of  salaries  and  benefits. 

2.  Question: 

What  is  your  situation  as  far  as  overtime  -  I  notice  you 
spent  $9,436,000  in  FY  1993  and  you  have  $3,089,000  in  your 
FY  1994  and  FY  1995  budgets  (p.  2-167). 

(a)   How  much  have  you  spent  so  far  in  FY  1994? 

2.    Answer; 

During  FY  1993,  a  new  contract  was  negotiated  between  the 
firefighters'  collective  bargaining  unit.  Local  36,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia.   In  that  contract  the  tour  of  duty  for 
firefighters  in  the  Fire  Fighting  Division  was  reduced  from 
a  44.8  hour  work  week  to  42  hours.   This  resulted  in  a 
higher  hourly  rate  of  pay  and  the  elimination  of  the  pay 
back  day.   In  addition,  a  pay  raise  was  negotiated  for  all 
bargaining  unit  employees.   In  FY  1994  overtime  hours  have 
been  reduced,  but  due  to  the  higher  rates  of  pay,  overtime 
expenditures  are  slightly  higher.   However,  the  Department 
is  taking  measures  to  control  overtime  hours  through  more 
efficiency  in  operations  and  more  controls  over  overtime 
authorization. 

As  of  June  30,  1994,  the  Department  has  recorded  $7,809,649 
in  overtime  expenditures. 
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Question; 

What  is  the  situation  as  far  as  the  Ambulance  Operations, 
and  what  is  your  response  time,  and  how  does  that  compare 
with  the  last  two  or  three  years? 

Answer; 

The  Emergency  Medical  Services  Bureau  has  made  a  number  of 
improvements.   The  number  of  paramedic  ambulances  has 
increased  from  5  units  in  1991  to  12  at  present,  with  an 
additional  medic  unit  to  be  placed  in  service  shortly.   At 
that  time,  50%  (13  of  26  ambulances)  will  be  paramedic 
units.   Paramedics  have  been  trained  and  are  now  providing 
additional  life  support  skills  such  as  endotracheal 
intubation  and  administering  albuterol  to  asthma  patients. 
We  have  improved  field  supervision  and  quality  assurance. 
All  first  responder  engine  companies,  rescue  squads  and 
basic  ambulances  can  utilize  automated  defibrillators  on 
victims  of  sudden  cardiac  arrest. 

Response  times  improved  in  FY1992  and  FY1993  but  slowed 
again  in  early  FY1994.   An  analysis  of  the  components  of  the 
response  times  indicates  that  the  additional  time  is  mainly 
in  travel  time  to  the  scene.   In  early  FY1994,  Bureau 
personnel  were  instructed  to  more  closely  follow  safety 
guidelines  during  responses  in  an  effort  to  reduce  motor 
vehicle  accidents  and  prevent  injuries.   It  is  believed  that 
the  increased  response  time  reflects  compliance  with  the 
safety  guidelines.   There  has  not  been  an  increase  in  call 
demand  or  other  factors  to  account  for  the  additional  travel 
time.   A  summary  of  those  times  are  as  follows; 

FY  1991    FY  1992    FY  1993    FY  1994  to  date 

Response 

Times  (Call    9.39    8.94      9.08        9.68 

to  Scene) 
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Police  and  Fire  Retirement  System 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  Police  and  Fire  Retirement  System  provides  annuity  payments  and  other  retirement  and 
disability  benefits  for  the  District  Metropolitan  Police  and  Fire  Department  retirees  and  survivors. 

Program  Description 

The   system  administers  active  employees'  retirement  withholdings  and  the  District's  payment  to  the 
retirement  fund.    The  benefits  include  both  pension  payments  and  refund  payments  of  retirement 
contributions  to  employees  who  leave  the  retirement  system  before  attaining  or  vesting  retirement 
eligibility.   These  payments  are  financed  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  from  active  employees'  retirement 
withholdings  and  the  District's  General  Fund  contribution.   The  latter  payment  is  known  as  the  net 
pay-as-you-go. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $204,900,000  and  0.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $2,100,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $202,800,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no 
change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

The  increase  of  $2,100,000  in  the  District's  FY  1995  proposed  budget  is  due  to  a  decrease  of 
$500,000  in  the  inflation/amortization  component  of  the  payment  and  an  increase  of  $2,600,000  in 
disability  benefits  payments  for  fire  fighters.   The  decrease  in  payment  of  $500,000  is  due  primarily 
to  favorable  market  conditions,  higher  asset  returns,  and  lower  than  expected  inflation.   The 
Retirement  Reform  Act  limits  the  number  of  police  officers  and  fire  fighters  who  can  retire  on 
disability  before  affecting  the  annual  federal  contribution.    Public  Law  103-127  excludes  up  to  50 
additional  fire  fighters  hired  before  February  15,  1980  from  the  computation  of  the  rate  of  disability 
retirement  which  affects  the  annual  federal  payment  to  the  Fund.    As  required  by  the  Act,  an 
actuarial  study  was  prepared  to  determine  the  change  in  disability  benefits.   As  a  result,  the  District's 
FY  1995  contribution  for  fire  fighters  was  increased  by  an  additional  $2,600,000. 

Under  the  current  funding  method,  the  District's  required  pension  payments  are  projected  to  increase 
significandy  over  the  next  several  years.    However,  these  payments  will  not  be  sufficient  to  amortize 
the  unfunded  pension  liability.    District  strategies  call  for  a  shared  solution  with  the  federal 
government,  organized  labor  and  other  interested  parties  to  institute  plan  reforms  and  to  reduce  the 
District's  unfunded  liabihty. 
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Police  and  Fire  Retirement  System 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FD) 


SUfflng  (FTE  PaslUaos) 

Funding                                             | 

FY« 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FV93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FV9S 
Proposed 

02  Police  &  Rre  Retirement 
System 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

188.200 

202.800 

202.800 

204.900 

ToUl  Agenc; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

188.200 

202.800 

202.800 

204.900 

Appropriated  FUnds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

188.200 

202,800 

202,800 

204,900 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

intra- District  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  F'unds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (FD) 


Measures 

FY»2 

FY«3 

FY94 

FV9S 

Average  Disability  Annult; 

$2,284 

$2,471 

$2,471 

$28,131 

Average  Service  Annuity 

$29,871 

$32,371 

$32,371 

$33,517 

Average  Survivors  Annuity 

$15,892 

$15,949 

$16,949 

$17,919 

NuDilier  at  Disability  Retirements  on  the  Roils 

2284 

2.471 

2.471 

2.373 

Number  al  Service  Retirements  on  the  Rolls 

2.712 

2.591 

2.691 

3.071 

Number  rf  Survivors  on  the  Rolls 

1,509 

1.502 

1.602 

1.501 

Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FD) 


Expenditure  Type 

staffing  (FTE) 

Funding                                             | 

FY»3 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FYM 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

Regular  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NonPersonal  Services 

Supplies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(JommunlcaUoos 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

188.200 

202,800 

202.800 

204.900 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  oui  NonPersonal  Services                                                                          | 

188,200 

202.800 

202.800 

204.900 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0  1 

188.200 

202.800 

202.800 

204.900 
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Wednesday,  May  18,  1994. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY  AND  JUSTICE 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  COURTS 

WITNESSES 

JOHN  M.  FERREN,  ACTING  CHIEF  JUDGE,  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
COURT  OF  APPEALS 

EUGENE  N.  HAMILTON,  CHIEF  JUDGE,  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUPE- 
RIOR COURT 

ULYSSES  B.  HAMMOND,  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  DISTRICT  OF  COLUM- 
BIA COURT  SYSTEM 

INTRODUCTION  OF  WITNESSES 

Mr.  DixON.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  have  this  morning  the  District  of  Columbia  court  system, 
which  is  comprised  of  basically  three  separate  items — the  District 
of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals,  the  District  of  Columbia  Superior 
Court,  and  the  D.C.  Court  System. 

We  have  with  us  Judge  John  M.  Ferren,  the  Acting  Chief  Judge 
of  the  Appellate  Court,  and  Judge  Grene  Hamilton,  who  is  the  Chief 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  and  of  course  the  Court  Administrator 
or  Executive  Officer,  Ulysses  B.  Hammond. 

Court  of  Appeals  (See  Pp.  793  and  795) 

First  let's  take  up  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Judge  Ferren,  the  Mayor  and  Council  are  proposing  a  total  of 
$6,041,000  and  97  positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  the  same 
amount  as  the  fiscal  year  1994  enacted  appropriation  but  9  full- 
time  equivalent  positions  higher. 

The  Court  is  requesting  a  total  of  $7,105,000  and  97  positions, 
an  increase  of  $1,064,000  and  9  positions  above  both  the  fiscal  year 
1994  enacted  appropriation  level  and  the  Mayor  and  Council's  rec- 
ommendation. 

prepared  statement  OF  ACTING  CHIEF  JUDGE  FERREN 

Judge  Ferren,  if  you  have  a  prepared  statement  we  would  be 
pleased  to  receive  it  for  the  record. 
Judge  Ferren.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 

(779) 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  M.  FERREN 

ACTING  CHIEF  JUDGE,  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  COURT  OF  APPEALS, 

AND  CHAIR  OF  THE  JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  JUDICIAL  ADMINISTRATION 

on  the 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  COURTS'  BUDGET 

For  FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Nay  18,  1994 

Chairperson  Dixon  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia: 

Mr,  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee.   As  Chair  of 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration,  and  on  behalf  of 
Chief  Judge  Eugene  N.  Hamilton  of  the  Superior  Court  and  the 
Executive  Officer,  Mr.  Ulysses  B.  Hammond,  we  wish  to  thank  you 
for  an  opportunity  to  present  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget 
requests  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts. 

Initially,  as  Chair  of  the  Joint  Committee,  I  will  present 
an  overview  of  the  general  fiscal  demands  facing  the  District  of 
Columbia  Courts,  and  then  address  the  specific  budget  request  of 
the  Court  of  Appeals.   Chief  Judge  Hamilton  will  discuss  the 
budget  request  submitted  by  the  Superior  Court,  and  Mr.  Hammond 
will  conclude  our  presentation  by  discussing  the  fiscal  needs  of 
offices  and  divisions  which  principally  serve  the  trial  court 
system. 

An  adequate  level  of  funding  for  the  courts  of  the  District 
of  Coliunbia  is  vital  to  the  safety  of  our  community.   As  the  D.C. 
Bar  stated  in  its  urgent  and  special  study,  A  Call  For  Adequate 
Funding  for  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts ,    "adequate  funding  for  the 
Courts  is  a  necessity  for  the  welfare  of  all  the  residents  of  the 
District  of  Columbia."  Report  at  p.  13. 

The  request  of  the  Judicial  Branch  should  be  viewed  in  the 
proper  perspective.   The  budget  for  the  Judicial  Branch  of  the 
District  government  represents  only  2.6  percent  —  less  than 
threg  percent  —  of  the  total  operating  budget  for  the  District 
government. 

Moreover,  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  request  of  the 
Judicial  Branch  does  not  include  funding  to  meet  any  increased 
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costs  as  a  result  of  the  stepped-up  efforts  of  law  enforcement. 
Yet  increased  efforts  to  execute  outstanding  warrants  and  to 
identify  and  prosecute  additional  criminal  defendants  and 
juvenile  delinquents  will  have  a  direct  impact  on  the  courts. 

The  Judicial  Branch  is  bound  by  law  to  address  the  matters 
that  come  before  it.   Thus,  its  mandatory  costs  such  as 
personnel,  postage  and  supplies  must  be  funded.   The  caseload 
pressures  on  the  courts  continue  unabated,  and  the  Judicial 
Branch  no  longer  has  the  fiscal  flexibility  to  absorb  mandatory 
costs. 

The  Judicial  Branch  is  a  full  partner  in  the  efforts  of  the 
Executive  and  Legislative  Branches  of  the  District  government  to 
address  crime  and  juvenile  delinquency.   The  Mayor  and  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia  have  enacted  new  and  tougher 
laws  to  expand  preventive  detention  and  the  prosecution  of 
domestic  violence  cases.   The  trial  court  assigns  29  of  its  59 
judges  to  the  criminal  division.   The  Hearing  Commissioners 
assist  in  handling  certain  criminal  and  juvenile  proceedings. 
The  trial  court  has  also  created  an  additional  calendar  to  handle 
child  neglect  and  abuse  cases. 

Similarly,  criminal  cases  comprise  two-thirds  of  the  cases 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeals.   By  statute,  the  appellate  court 
is  required  to  expedite  preventive  detention  and  bail  appeals  as 
well  as  all  interlocutory  appeals  by  the  government  and  in 
juvenile  delinquency  cases. 

The  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia  rely  on  the 
criminal  justice  system  to  prosecute  criminals  swiftly,  and  they 
also  rely  on  the  courts  to  process  civil  cases  quickly,  so  that 
citizens  can  have  economic  disputes  resolved  in  a  peaceable  and 
equitable  manner. 

The  nine  (9)  Judges  and  seven  (7)  part-time  Senior  Judges  on 
the  Court  of  Appeals  hear  appeals  from  all  the  cases  decided  by 
the  fifty-nine  (59)  Superior  Court  Judges.   These  cases  covered  a 
wide  range  of  subject  matter  in  1993.   For  example,  in  a  murder 
case,  the  Court  of  Appeals  ruled  that  a  warrantless  entry  by 
police  into  a  suspect's  home  was  lawful  because  police  were 
acting  under  emergency  circumstances,  including  a  serious  danger 
that  the  suspect  would  attack  again  if  not  apprehended 
immediately.   In  a  drug  case,  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  a 
person  who  helps  a  drug  buyer,  instead  of  a  drug  seller,  can  also 
be  convicted  of  aiding  and  abetting  a  drug  sale.   In  another 


'  See,  e.g.,   the  description  of  the  Mayor's  comprehensive 
violence  reduction  strategy  in  Citizens  Update,    Issue  4  (Winter 
1994;  Executive  Office  of  the  Mayor)  at  1. 
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drug  case,  the  Court  of  Appeals  concluded  that  a  person  who 
purchases  heroin  to  share  with  others,  even  if  he  did  not  intend 
to  sell  it  to  them,  was  guilty  of  distribution  of  heroin.   The 
Court's  decisions  in  criminal  cases  serve  to  provide  clear 
direction  to  the  police  and  to  prosecutors  on  the  proper  conduct 
of  arrests,  searches,  and  prosecutions. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  also  decides  many  civil  cases  that 
spell  out  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  landlords  and 
tenants,  husbands  and  wives,  and  others.   For  example,  the  Court 
of  Appeals  reversed  a  Superior  Court  order  directing  a  man  to  pay 
child  support  because  the  evidence  showed  conclusively  that  he 
was  not  the  father  of  the  child.   The  Court  also  decides  cases 
involving  property,  probate,  estates,  employment  discrimination, 
workers'  compensation,  and  contracts  between  businesses  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.   In  a  case  affecting  many  District 
citizens,  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  that  the  furlough  of  District 
government  employees  was  constitutional. 

As  former  Chief  Judge  Judith  W.  Rogers  testified  during  the 
D.C.  Council  Committee  on  Judiciary  hearing  on  January  14,  1994: 

"Appellate  courts  tend  not  to  engender 
public  excitement,  at  least  not  until  one  is 
personally  entangled  in  an  appeal  that  puts 
your  life  or  your  business  or  matters  of 
interest  to  you  on  hold  for  an  average  of  two 
years . " 

It  is  essential  to  provide  adequate  funding  for  the  D.C. 
Court  of  Appeals,  in  order  to  assure  smooth  functioning  of  the 
District's  highest  court.   I  will  now  present  an  overview  of  the 
general  fiscal  demands  facing  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts. 

The  District  of  Columbia  Courts 

In  Fiscal  Year  1995,  the  Judicial  Branch  is  requesting 
$123,202,000.   This  represents  an  increase  of  $10,738,000  over 
Fiscal  Year  1994  appropriations.   However,  it  represents  no  more 
than  a  maintenance  budget  for  the  Judicial  Branch.   This  is  clear 
for  four  simple  reasons. 

First,  $4.3  million  is  required  to  cover  the  cost  increases 
approved  for  attorneys'  fees  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Support  Act  of 
1993.   This  legislation  increased  the  rates  and  statutory 
limitations  for  attorneys  who  are  appointed  under  the  D.C. 


D.C.  Law  10-25  (Title  II),  effective  September  30,  1993 
ID.C.  Reg.   July  30,  1993  at  5499). 
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Criminal  Justice  Act  and  attorneys  who  are  appointed  in  child 
abuse  and  neglect  proceedings.   The  Fiscal  Officer's  projections 
for  Fiscal  Year  1995  are  consistent  with  expectations. 

Second,  $6,340,000  is  required  for  existing  employees' 
compensation  and  benefits.   This  includes  funding  required  to 
cover  non-judicial  pay  adjustments  in  Fiscal  Year  1994.   No 
funding  was  included  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1994  Appropriations  Act 
for  a  cost-of-living  increase  for  nonjudicial  employees  of  the 
Judicial  Branch.   Accordingly,  the  increase,  which  was  provided 
for  other  District  government  employees,  had  to  be  absorbed  by 
the  Judicial  Branch. 

Third,  funding  is  required  to  upgrade  computer  services. 
This  is  fundamental  to  the  courts'  ability  to  maintain 
efficiencies  and  avoid  non-essential  staff  expansion.   A 
substantial  commitment  to  improved  computer  capacity  was 
initiated  by  the  D.C.  Council  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  and 
ultimately  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  Congress,  for  the  Superior 
Court  in  Fiscal  Year  1994.   A  comparable  commitment  is  required 
in  Fiscal  Year  1995  for  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Fourth,  several  grant-funded  programs,  such  as  the  Probation 
and  Parole  Resource  Center  in  the  Superior  Court,  require 
appropriated  funds  for  their  continuation.   The  benefits  and 
continued  need  for  these  programs  are  clear. 

While  the  Judicial  Branch  has  repeatedly  cooperated  in 
recent  years  with  the  efforts  of  the  District  government  to 
reduce  its  deficit,  the  current  options  are  limited.   The  courts 
reviewed  their  fees  in  1991  and  added  over  two  million  dollars  to 
the  District's  treasury  in  Fiscal  Year  1993,  but  this  no  longer 
presents  an  option  for  the  courts.   Keeping  the  Judicial  Branch 
fully  operational,  however,  ensures  the  transfer  of  revenues 
collected  by  the  courts  to  the  District's  treasury;  this  was  more 
than  $8.6  million  in  1993. 

In  conclusion,  as  chair  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial 
Administration,  I  want  to  express  appreciation  for  the  support  of 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee  Subcommittee  on  the  District 
of  Columbia  for  the  Judicial  Branch  of  the  District  government. 
I  respectfully  ask  the  Committee  to  report  favorably  on  the 
Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Judicial  Branch. 


II.   The  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals 


'  Letter  of  March  3,  1993,  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  from  the  Executive  Officer. 
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Ai The  present 

The  state  of  the  appellate  court,  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals, 
is  captured  in  a  review  of  the  court's  workload  in  the  years  when 
four  independent  studies  concluded  that  an  intermediate  appellate 
court  is  needed.   In  brief,  appellate  delay  and  congestion 
evident  for  the  last  two  decades  are  continuing  to  increase  in 
the  District's  highest  court.   The  Court  of  Appeals  has  used  its 
resources  efficiently  and  improved  its  operations  and  management 
in  order  to  address  an  increasing  and  more  complex  caseload. 

Caseload  pressures.   In  1993,  the  number  of  appeals  rose  to 
1,701  compared  with  1,643  in  1992.   During  December  1993,  there 
were  2,286  pending  appeals  awaiting  decision  by  the  Court.   Delay 
on  appeal  in  1993  was  712  days  —  one  week  short  of  two  years  — 
up  from  672  days  in  1992.   (The  American  Bar  Association 
Standards  call  for  an  appeal  to  be  disposed  of  within  280  days.) 
The  number  of  motions  remained  high:  5,010,  of  which  1,523  were 
substantive  motions  and  3,487  of  which  were  procedural  motions. 
Furthermore,  227  petitions  were  filed  seeking  rehearing  and 
rehearing  by  the  en  banc  court  of  decided  cases,  up  from  134  in 
1992.  See   attached  charts. 

There  are  a  number  of  statutes  that  require  the  Court  of 
Appeals  to  give  expedited  consideration  to  certain  appeals. 
These  include  interlocutory  and  other  appeals  by  the  government, 
juvenile  appeals,  public  utility  cases,  pretrial  bail  and 
pretrial  detention  appeals,  and  extradition  proceedings. 

In  addition,  the  court  must  expedite  consideration  of 
applications  for  allowance  of  appeal  from  judgments  in  the  Small 
Claims  Branch  of  the  trial  court  and  interlocutory  applications 
for  allowance  of  appeal.   Of  necessity,  the  court  must  give 
priority  attention  to  appeals  challenging  aspects  of  the  D.C. 
electoral  process.   Further,  the  court  gives  priority  to  child 
custody  cases,  double  jeopardy  appeals,  and  certain  other  appeals 
in  which  the  court  determines  to  grant  a  motion  for  expedition. 
In  addition,  emergency  motions  are  filed  at  the  rate  of  five  each 
month;  three  judges  of  the  court  must  address  each  motion 
immediately. 

In  view  of  the  number  of  appeals  encompassed  by  the 
statutes,  expedition  on  appeal  cannot  be  a  complete  reality  under 
the  current  structure  of  the  appellate  part  of  the  Judicial 
Branch.   Under  the  intermediate  appellate  court  bill  introduced 
by  Delegate  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  there  •  ould  be  a  two-tiered 
appellate  court  system:   an  intermediate  court  and  a  high  court. 
Appeals  would  be  screened  to  determine  whether  they  are  "law- 
making" or  "law-applying"  cases  —  i.e..  whether  they  are  likely 
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to  yield  new  legal  principles  or  merely  to  apply  existing  ones 

—  and  then  allocated  in  the  first  instance  either  to  the 
intermediate  (law-applying)  court  or  to  the  high  (law-making) 
court.   In  this  way,  the  total  caseload  would  be  divided  between 
the  two  courts,  thereby  limiting  the  backlog  in  each  but  also 
freeing  the  high  court  to  concentrate  on  the  more  serious 
appellate  issues.   Presently,  however,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
effectively  sits  only  as  an  intermediate  appellate  court  because 
these  days  we  rarely  —  given  caseload  pressures  —  sit  en  banc. 

The  annual  workload  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of 
Appeals  remains  higher  than  the  workload  of  the  highest  court  in 
any  state  that  does  not  have  an  intermediate  appellate  court. 
The  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals'  workload  is  higher  than  the  appellate 
court  systems   in  seven  (7)  states  that  have  both   an  intermediate 
appellate  court  and  a  supreme  court.*  Moreover,  two  other  states 

—  Nebraska  and  Mississippi  —  recently  established  intermediate 
appellate  courts  when  their  appellate  workloads  were  less  than 
the  workload  of  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals. 

frdministrative  responsibilities.   The  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals, 
as  the  District's  highest  court,  is  also  responsible  for  a 
variety  of  non-case  related  matters.   This  responsibility 
includes  admissions  to  the  District  of  Columbia  Bar,  which 
entails  giving  the  bar  examination  twice  a  year  and  reviewing 
thousands  of  applications  for  admission  to  the  Bar  on  motion. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  is  also  responsible  for  attorney 
discipline,  which  involves  reviewing  reports  filed  by  the  D.C. 
Board  on  Professional  Responsibility,  briefing  and  oral  argument 
in  the  appellate  court,  and  reaching  a  decision.   The  court  also 
is  responsible  for  regulation  of  the  unauthorized  practice  of  law 
and  for  both  the  imposition  and  enforcement  of  appropriate 
sanctions.   In  addition,  the  court  oversees  the  Client  Security 
Trust  Fund  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Bar  that  reimburses 
clients  whose  attorneys  have  absconded  with  funds  belonging  to 
the  client.   The  court  promulgates  rules  for  the  practice  of  law 
in  the  District  of  Columbia.   The  Court  of  Appeals  also  reviews 
rules  proposals  of  the  trial  court. 

Efficiency  and  productivity.   The  Court  of  Appeals  has  nine 
judges  (assisted  by  seven  Senior  Judges)  who  sit  in  three-judge 
divisions.   Judicial  productivity  has  been  extraordinary, 
generally  speaking,  and  it  was  especially  notable  during  the 
initial  three  years  of  the  Case  Management  Plan.  See   attached 
chart. 


*  See  Annual  Statistical  Report,  1991   National  Center  for  State 
Courts  (Williamsburg,  Va.) 
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To  increase  efficiency  and  productivity,  the  Court  of 
Appeals  adopted  a  Case  Management  Plan  in  1989.   The  Plan  became 
operational  in  1990.   Court  rules  and  policies  were  revised.  Two 
teams  were  established  in  the  Clerk's  Office,  consisting  of  staff 
attorneys  and  deputy  clerks.   The  teams  monitor  the  cases  and 
assist  the  court  in  more  effectively  handling  a  heavy  and  complex 
motions  workload  and  reviewing  applications  for  allowance  of 
appeal. 

Notwithstanding  the  fundamental  problems  created  by  the 
absence  of  an  intermediate  appellate  court,  the  productivity 
demonstrated  in  recent  years  by  the  Case  Management  Plan  is 
possible  only  when  certain  support  systems  are  in  place:  modern 
computer  systems  and  adequate  staffing. 

B.  Fiscal  Year  1995  Recfuirements 

(1)  Computer  systems.   In  1992,  the  court  placed  into 
operation  the  Judicial  Automated  Management  System  (JAMS) .   Five 
years  in  the  planning,  the  new  computer  system  provides 
significantly  more  information  on  each  appeal,  enabling  the  Court 
to  track  the  status  and  progress  of  each  appeal  and  to  be  more 
responsive  to  requests  for  information  about  individual  cases. 

However,  the  report-generating  capability  of  JAMS  is  quite 
limited.   This  restricts  the  court's  capacity  to  analyze  caseload 
and  workload  trends,  to  understand  problems,  and  to  make 
appropriate  procedural  adjustments.   It  also  perpetuates  a  staff- 
intensive  system. 

To  ensure  the  most  efficient  use  of  existing  staff  and 
maintain  productivity,  additional  programming  is  required.   In 
Fiscal  Year  1995,  $150,000  is  requested  for  this  purpose. 

In  addition,  the  eighty  (80)  word  processors  used  in 
chambers  and  in  the  Clerk's  Office  to  run  word  processing 
software  and  other  basic  computer  programs  are  already  two 
generations  behind  and  must  be  replaced.   A  personal  computer 
system  must  also  have  updated  software  and  be  supported  by  a 
modernized  cabling  and  configuration  system.   Computer  upgrades 
are  important  in  the  face  of  heavy  workload  pressures  on  a  small 
Clerk's  Office.   The  need  is  all  the  more  pressing  when 
additional  staffing  is  not  provided.   The  Fiscal  Year  1995 
request  includes  $342,000  for  this  purpose. 

(2)  Adequate  staffing.   As  the  volume  and  complexity  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal's  work  has  increased,  staffing  has  remained 
virtually  unchanged.   Even  with  improved  computer  capability, 
there  is  a  need  for  a  modest  expansion  of  staff.   In  Fiscal  Year 
1995,  the  Court  is  seeking  authorization  (but  not  funding)  for 
nine  positions. 
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(a)  Clerk's  Office  Staff.  The  Clerk's  Office  must 
perform  varied  functions  for  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  support  the 
court's  responsibilities  as  the  District's  highest  court.  Thus, 
the  Clerk's  Office  is  responsible  for  the  regular  Clerk's  Office 
duties  associated  with  the  filing  of  pleadings,  as  well  as 
administrative  support  for  the  court  and  staff  assistance  to  the 
court's  Committee  on  Admissions  and  other  court  committees. 

To  support  the  Court  of  Appeals  and  provide  necessary 
services  for  the  public,  the  Clerk's  Office  requires  eight 
additional  personnel. 

-  computer  analyst  (1) :  Three  separate  computer  systems 
cannot  be  effectively  handled  by  a  single  systems  programmer;  an 
additional  computer  person  is  critically  needed. 

-  deputy  clerks  (5) :  The  Public  Office  and  the  Admissions 
Office  are  the  two  offices  with  which  the  public  has  the  most 
contact.   Four  deputy  clerks  are  required  in  the  Public  Office: 
three  to  handle  the  high  volume  of  filings,  make  complete  and 
accurate  entries  on  the  computer  case  tracking  system,  and  help 
the  increased  number  of  pro  se   litigants;  and  one  to  handle  the 
mail  and  continuous  need  to  microfilm  court  records.   A  fifth 
deputy  clerk  is  needed  to  assist  in  processing  over  3,000  motions 
for  admission  to  the  Bar  filed  annually,  in  addition  to 
conducting  Bar  examinations  twice  a  year  and  responding  to  public 
inquiries. 

-  staff  attorney  (1) :  The  complexity  and  number  of  motions 
require  additional  staff  attorneys. 

-  procurement  specialist  (1) :  staff  with  procurement 
experience  is  needed  in  order  to  relieve  the  Clerk  of  that 
burden. 

(b)  Chambers  of  the  Chief  Judge;  administrative  aide 
(1)  .   This  assistance  is  required  in  view  of  the  expanded  duties 
of  the  Chief  Judge  of  the  District's  highest  court  as  the  court 
system  created  in  1970  has  evolved  and  matured.   Authorization, 
not  funding,  is  requested. 

(3)   Cost-of-living  adjustments;  $365,000.   This  funding  is 
needed  for  cost-of-living  adjustments.   The  Court  of  Appeals  is 
not  in  a  position  to  absorb  these  costs  year  after  year. 
Appropriated  funds,  the  only  source  of  funding  for  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  is  required  in  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

The  need  to  ensure  that  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals  can 
continue  to  function  at  its  present  level  is  paramount. 
Accordingly,  I  request  the  Committee  to  support  the  budget 
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request  of  $7,105,000  for  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  Fiscal  Year 
1995. 

Thank  you. 

Chief  Judge  Hamilton  and  our  Executive  Officer,  Mr.  Hammond, 
will  address  the  Fiscal  Year  1995  budget  requests  of  the  Superior 
Court  and  of  the  Court  System. 

Attachments  (four  charts) 
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District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  --  District's  Recommendation 

District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals— District's  Recommendation 

Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals,  the  highest  court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  is  to  review  all  appeals  from  all  divisions  and  branches  of  the  Superior  Court,  as  well  as 
from  the  administrative  agencies  of  the  District  government. 

Agency  Description 

The  Court  of  Appeals'  mission  is  accomplished  by  reviewing  appeals  for  legal  and  factual  errors  and 
deciding  important  questions  of  District  law  in  performance  of  its  legal  responsibilities.    The  Court  is 
comprised  of  nine  active  judges  who  hear  appeals  in  three-judge  panels,  which  are  randomly 
selected.   The  Court  is  also  assisted  by  the  part-time  service  of  retired  judges  who  have  been 
commissioned  as  senior  judges.    As  the  highest  court,  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals  must  review  ail 
petitions  for  rehearing  and  for  rehearing  en  banc.   The  Chief  Judge  of  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals 
serves  as  Chair  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration.   The  work  of  the  court  includes: 

■  Review  of  all  appeals  from  the  Superior  Court; 

■  Review  of  decisions  and  orders  of  District  of  Columbia  administrative  agencies; 

■  Management  of  admissions  and  disciplinary  matters  associated  with  membership  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  Bar;  and 

■  Review  and  approval  of  proposed  Superior  Court  Rules  which  would  modify  either  the 
Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure  or  the  Federal  Rules  of  Criminal  Procedure; 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $6,041,000  and  97.0  full-time  equivalent 

(Klh)  positions,  no  change  in  dollars  and  an  increase  of  9.0  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $6,041,000  and  88.0  FTEs,  no  change 
in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  An  increase  of  nine  FTEs  in  FY  1995. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

The  financial  situation  of  the  District  warrants  the  most  efficient  management  possible.    It  is  hoped 
that  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  will  implement  cost-savings  strategies.    The 
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implementation  of  such  strategies  will  ensure  the  continuance  of  the  current  level  of  service  as  well 
as  the  absorption  of  any  increased  costs  within  the  budget  recommendations. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FM) 


Programs 

Staffing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 

Proposed 

01  D.C.  Court  oT  Appeals 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

6.022 

6.041 

6.041 

6,041 

Total  Agency 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

6.022 

6.041 

6.041 

6.041 

Appropriated  Funds 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

6,022 

6.041 

6,041 

6.041 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

n 

0 

0 

Intra-Distrlct  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Table  II 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FM) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Persoiul  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

84.2 

85.0 

85.0 

94.0 

4,004 

4,101 

4,103 

4.103 

Other  Pay 

3.3 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

420 

401 

401 

401 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

18 

23 

23 

23 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

437 

451 

451 

451 

Total  Personal  Services 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

4,879 

4,978 

4.978 

4,978 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

74 

50 

50 

50 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

52 

40 

40 

40 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

588 

548 

548 

548 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

429 

425 

425 

425 

Total  NonPersonal  .Services 

1,143 

1.063 

1.063 

1,063 

TOTAL  A(;EN(  Y 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

6,022 

6,041 

6,041 

6.041 
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District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals—Court's  Request 

District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals— FY  1995  Budget  Request 

Agency  Overview 
Mission 

As  the  highest  court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  D.C.Court  of  Appeals  reviews  all  civil  and 
criminal  appeals  from  final  orders  and  judgments  of  the  trial  court,  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District 
of  Columbia.  In  addition,  the  Court  hears  interlocutory  appeals  from  the  trial  court.  The  court  also 
hears  appeals  from  decisions  of  administrative  agencies,  boards  and  commissions  of  the  District 
government.  The  court  further  reviews  a  number  of  special  proceedings  directly  as  well  as  attorney 
disciplinary  proceedings.  In  all  these  areas,  the  Court  is  also  called  upon  to  decide  numerous 
substantive  and  procedural  motions. 

As  the  highest  court,  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals  must  review  all  petitions  for  rehearing  and  for 
rehearing  en  banc.  The  court  also  is  responsible  for  the  admission  of  members  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Bar,  and  has  oversight  responsibilities  with  regard  to  the  unauthorized  practice  of  law.  The 
Court  also  reviews  proposed  rules  for  the  trial  court,  promulgates  its  own  rules  as  well  as  rules  of 
professional  conduct  for  members  of  the  Bar.  In  addition,  there  are  a  number  of  responsibilities 
arising  from  supervision  of  the  Bar. 

In  1993,  the  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals  was  confronted  with  a  workload  which  was  greater  than  the 
workloads  of  nine  states  which  had  both  a  state  supreme  court  and  an  intermediate  appellate  court. 
Because  of  workload  demands,  and  a  large  caseload,  the  Court  rarely  sits  en  banc,  less  than  two 
times  in  1993.   Therefore,  the  full  Court  is  unable  to  decide  important  questions  of  District  law. 

The  Court  is  comprised  of  nine  active  judges  who  hear  appeals  in  three-judge  divisions,  which  are 
randomly  selected.  The  Court  is  also  assisted  by  the  part-time  service  of  retired  judges  who  have 
been  commissioned  as  Senior  Judges. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

Both  during  and  before  Fiscal  Year  1993,  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  pursued 
measures  to  improve  productivity,  reduce  processing  delays,  and  to  improve  court  procedures.    Such 
steps  have  included  the  Case  Management  Plan,  begun  in  1990;  the  initiation  of  a  management  and 
resource  review  of  the  Clerk's  Office;  initiation  of  a  program  to  microfilm  over  2.5  million  pages  of 
documents;  initiation  and  continuing  refinement  of  a  slate  of  the  art  computerized  tracking  system; 
the  establishment  of  an  additional  summary  calendar  and  an  additional  motions  calendar  to  expedite 
the  resolution  of  cases  presenting  factual  or  limited  legal  questions;  advanced  screening  of  cases  to 
identify  cases  suitable  for  summary  disposition;  improved  coordination  between  the  transmission  of 
cases  ready  for  disposition  and  available  judicial  time  through  the  advanced  calendaring  of  cases; 
direct  printing  of  opinions  to  reduce  delay  in  the  release  and  issuance  of  opinions;  and  the 
amendment  of  rules  to  consolidate  related  cases  and  reduce  continuances.     Additionally,  the  D.C. 
Court  of  Appeals  acted  promptly  to  enhance  revenues  collected  through  fees  by  reviewing  and 
updating  the  fees  charged  for  bar  certificates,  filing  of  documents,  subscriptions  and  copies  of 
documents  and  opinions.     It  also  instituted  a  fee  for  motions. 
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Despite  major  improvements  and  increased  efficiency  in  the  processing  of  appeals,  the  baciclog  of 
appeals  rose  to  2,286  appeals  as  of  December  1993,  and  the  caseload  of  the  D.  C.  Court  of  Appeals 
remains  higher  by  far  than  the  highest  court  in  virtually  any  state  that  does  not  have  an  intermediate 
appellate  court.  The  number  of  appeals  increased  in  1993  to  1,701  and  the  average  time  to  resolve 
appeals  rose  to  712  days,  slightly  under  two  years.  Four  independent  .studies  conducted  in  19X9, 
1987,  1986,  1979,  by  the  organized  and  voluntary  bars,  as  well  as  the  National  Center  for  State 
Courts,  have  all  found  that  the  caseload  justifies  and  requires  the  establishment  of  an  intermediate 
appellate  court  to  address  properly  the  existing  case  load  and  ensure  timely  resolution  of  appeals. 

While  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  in  the  process  of  establishing  a  modern  computerized  docketing 
system,  the  Court  has  been  unable  to  upgrade  the  data  processing  equipment  used  for  word 
processing.    Consequently,  the  modest  growth  in  resources  provided  during  the   previous  five  years 
for  the  Case  Management  Plan  cannot  significantly  reduce  a  case  load  that  is  larger  than  that  of  nine 
states  with  both  a  state  supreme  court  and  an  intermediate  court  of  appeals. 

In  order  to  maintain  progress  that  has  been  made,  as  well  as  to  afford  access  to  the  Court  in  the  face 
of  a  greatly  expanded  trial  court,  and  to  comply  with  new  statutory  mandates,  the  D.C.  Court  of 
Appeals  seeks  $7,105,000  and  97  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions.   This  is  an  increase  over 
Fiscal  Year  1994  of  $1,064,000  and  9  positions,  although  only  authorization,  not  funding,  is  sought 
in  Fiscal  Year  1995  in  order  to  limit  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  staffing  request 

This  increase  is  designed  to   meet  mandatory  costs,  costs  resulting  from  inflation,  and  to  upgrade  the 
Court's  data  processing  capabilities  to  a  level  commensurate  with  what  is  needed  and  akeady  exists 
in  the  Superior  Court.    Such  an  increase  would  enable  the  Court  to  continue  functioning  at  curtent 
levels. 
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Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FM) 


Programs 

Sumng  (FTE  Positlwsl 

Funding  (WOO)                                   | 

FV9J 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FV94 
Revised 

FV95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

01  D.C.  Court  of  Appeals 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

6.022 

6.041 

6.041 

7,105 

Total  Agtnc; 

87.4 

88.0 

880 

97.0 

6.022 

6.041 

6.041 

7,105 

Appropriated  Funds 

87.4 

M.O 

88.0 

97  J) 

6,022 

6,041 

6,041 

7,105 

Fnleral  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-IMstricI  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mandatory  and  inflationary  cost  increases:    -t-   $  572,000 

In  order  to  maintain  Fiscal  Year  1994  staffing  levels  and  meet  anticipated  expenses  which  are 
mandated  by  law  or  which  result  from  inflation,  the  following  increases  are  required. 

■  A  within  grade  funding  request  of  $  48,000  is  necessary  to  cover  within-grade  advancements 
which  are  required  by  law  to  be  given  to  all  eligible  employees  in  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

■  Effective  in  1986,  in  accordance  with  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1985,  District 
Govemment  employees  are  now  required  to  be  enrolled  in  the  Medicare  program.  As  an 
employer  covered  by  the  Medicare  program,  the  Court  is  required  to  contribute  an  additional 
1.45  percent  of  the  employee's  gross  salary  to  medicare  as  an  employer.  It  is  anticipated  that 
in  Fiscal  Year  1995,  the  employer's  share  of  medicare  will  increase  by  $18,000. 

■  As  a  result  of  the  October  1,  1988  transfer  from  Federal  health  and  insurance  programs  to 
District  of  Columbia  programs,  the  cost  of  these  benefits  has  increased  for  each  new  employee. 
With  expected  increases  of  at  least  twelve  percent  in  Fiscal  Years  1994  and  1995,  it  is 
anticipated  that  an  additional  $5 1 ,000  is  required  to  support  the  fringe  benefit  costs  for  Court- 
of  Appeals  employees. 

■  Since  January  1993,  the  Congressionally  mandated  judicial  pay  adjustment  of  3.2%  has  been 
unfunded  and  has  been  absorbed  from  the  Court's  operating  budget.  Accordingly,  the  Court 
requests  an  increase  of  $55,000  to  fund  the  statutorily  mandated  adjustment  to  the  salaries  of 
nine  active  Judges  and  seven  retired  judges  who  serve  as  senior  judges. 

■  Title  1 1-1726  of  the  D.C.  Code  prescribes  the  manner  in  which  the    District  of  Columbia 
Courts  are  to  establish  the  compensation  rates  for  non-judicial  employees.    One  of  the 
standards  is  to  fix  rates  which  are  comparable  to  those  paid  to  federal  and  District  govemment 
employees  occupying  the  same  or  similar  positions  requiring  similar  responsibility,  duty  and 
difficulty.   The  District  govemment  approved  a  five  percent  pay  increase  of  non-union 
employees,  other  than  D.C.  Court  employees. 
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In  Fiscal  Year  1994,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration  approved  a  3.5  percent  rate 
increase  for  non-judicial  employees.    Funding  for  this  pay  adjustment  was  not  provided  in  the 
Court's  Fiscal  Year  1994  appropriation.    Funding  in  the  amount  of  $  107,000  is  requested  in  Fiscal 
Year  1995  to  support  this  pay  adjustment.    Funding  in  the  amount  of  $158,000  is  also  requested  to 
support  a  five  percent  pay  adjustment  in  Fiscal  Year  1995. 

The  absence  of  non-judicial,  cost  of  living  adjustments  in  Fiscal  Year  1993,  Fiscal  Year  1991  and 
Fiscal  Year  1990,  and  the  granting  of  only  partial  COLA  increases  in  Fiscal  Year  1989  and  Fiscal 
Year  1992,  has  meant  that,  in  real  terms,  wages  of  court  employees  have  been  decreasing  from 
1989  to  1993.    Overall,  the  salaries  of  court  employees  increased  by  only  10  percent  between  1989 
and  1992.  During  this  same  period,  inflation  rose  by  17.4   percent,  and  the  salaries  of  federal 
employees  increased  by  19.7  percent.  See  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States:    1993,  tables 
538,  739,  Bureau  of  the  Census. 

■  Due  to  the  volume  and  complexity  of  the  legal  issues  presented  in  the  appeals  filed  in  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  an  increase  of  $  15,000  is  requested  to  support  computerized  legal  research 
services  for  the  Judges  and  law  clerks  of  the  court. 

■  In  Fiscal  Year  1992,  the  Court  terminated  the  printing  of  opinions  in  order  to  conserve  costs. 
The  printing  of  opinions  was  resumed  in  May  1993,  a  period  of  approximately  four  months 
before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.  In  order  to  fund  the  annual  cost  of  printing  opinions  and 
supporting  the  subscription  service,  the  Court  seeks  an  increase  for  printing  of  $70,000. 

■  Due  to  the  unavoidable  increase  the  usage  and  cost  of  supplies,  such  as  copier  paper, 
microfilm  supplies,  laser  printer  cartridges,  and  toner,  an  increa.se  of  $25,000  is  requested  to 
support  the  purchase  of  basic  supplies  for  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

■  In  order  to  meet  the  increased  cost  of  servicing  and  maintaining  the  Judicial  Automated 
Management  System  (JAMS),  supported  by  an  IBM  AS/400-E35  computer  running  under 
OS/400  V2R2,  a  Local  Area  Network  consisting  of  4  BANYAN  servers  running  under  the 
VINES  NOS,  75  Compaq  PC  stations,  and  14  HP  LaserJet  printers,  a  Local  Area  Network 
consisting  of  1  PC-based  server  running  under  the  VINES  NOS,  5  PC  stations,  and  2  printers, 
the  Court  is  requesting  an  additional  $25,000. 

Modernization  of  Computer  capabilities:  -t-  $  492,000 

Tlie  Court  of  Appeals  seeks  a  one-time,  non-recurring  increase  of  $  492,000  to  modernize  its 
computers,  extend  the  automated  docketing  system  to  judicial  chambers,  reconfigure  its  local  area 
network  to  reflect  recommended  professional  standards,  complete  the  development  of  programming 
required  to  implement  its  automated  docketing  system,  and  upgrade  its  word  processing  program  as 
well  as  the  underlying  operating  system. 

Aside  from  the  Judicial  Automated  Management  Systems  (JAMS)  for  case  tracking,  the  Court  of 


799 

District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals—Court's  Request 

Appeals  relies  on  two  PC  based  local  area  networks  consisting  of  80  antiquated  286  personal 
computers,  which  are  no  longer  sold  by  commercial  vendors,  with  monochrome  monitors.    Such  a 
computing  system  has  not  been  updated,  upgraded  or  modernized  for  the  past  six  years. 
Consequently,  the  system  is  at  least  two  generations  behind  the  486  personal  computers,  with  color 
SVGA  monitors,  currently  available  in  the  marketplace  for  a  relatively  modest  investment,  and  one 
generation  behind  the  386  personal  computers  with  color  monitors  used  by  the  Superior  Court. 
Without  the  proposed  upgrade,  the  Court  of  Appeals  cannot  benefit  from  programming  developments, 
including  graphics  programs  and  the  improved  word-processing  applications,  which  require  the 
processing  speed  and  power  provided  by  486  equipment.    For  this  reason,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
proposes  to  replace  its  80  286  personal  computers  and  monochrome  monitors  with  80  486  personal 
computers  with  color  monitors. 

In  addition  to  replacing  personal  computers,  the  Court  of  Appeals  proposes  to  make  technical 
upgrades  to  its  existing  local  area  networks  that  will  enhance  the  processing  speed  of  the  networks, 
reduce  maintenance  costs,  upgrade  the  system  to  that  professionally  recommended  for  local  area 
networks.    Such  technical  improvements  include  the  replacement  of  existing  Banyan  local  area 
network  servers  with  three  PC-based  servers  that  provide  centralized  information  storage  and 
information  sharing  capabilities  for  the  Court's  computer  system.   The  improvements  also  include  the 
reconfiguration  of  the  local  area  network,  with  the  attendant  recabling  and  hardware  upgrades,  from 
the  existing  ARCNET  system  to  the  10  Base  T  network  system.  This  investment  will  result  in 
reduced  processing  time  and  is  likely  to  result  in  reduced  maintenance  costs. 

Aside  from  the  upgrades  required  to  modernize  the  local  area  networks,  the  proposed  increase  is  also 
designed  to  support  the  design,  testing,  and  implementation  of  programming  required  to  generate 
analytical  reports  and  training  for  the  automated  docketing  system.    Such  action  is  required  in  order 
to  fully  utilize  the  variety  of  data  fields  provided  by  the  automated  docketing  system  and  to  reduce 
reliance  on  manual  tabulations  of  case  data.    Finally,  the  proposed  increase  is  sought  in  order  to 
extend  the  Court's  computerized  docketing  and  case  tracking  system   to  the  chambers  of  each  active 
judge.    Such  a  change  would   provide  accurate,  up-to-date  information  on  the  status  of  each  pending 
case  to  each  judge  as  well  as  to  the  judge's  staff.   Currently,  access  to  the  automated  docketing 
system  is  limited  to  the  staff  of  the  Clerk's  office. 

Direct  assistance  to  the  public:  Four  Deputy  Clerks,  CS  6/8; 

one  File  Clerk,  CS-6;  +5  CFT  Pos.  $+0 

Where  feasible,  the  Court  of  Appeals  made  improvements  in  productivity  by  relying  on  technology 
or  modernizing  and  upgrading  its  equipment,  rather  than  seeking  to  increase  its  staff.    However, 
reliance  on  technology  is  insufficient  to  meet  legitimate  demands  for  some  increased  service  from  the 
public.    For  this  reason  the  Court  of  Appeals  has  submitted  a  request  for  authorization  of  four 
positions  that  are  to  assist  the  public  in  filing  documents  and  processing  appeals.     Such  positions 
consist  of  three  deputy  clerks  in  the  Public  Office  and  a  deputy  clerk  in  the  Admissions  Division. 

Under  the  Court  of  Appeals'  proposal,  authorization  is  sought  to  appoint  three  deputy  clerks  in  the 
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Clerk's  Public  Office  to  assist  the  public  in  filing  and  processing  appeals  which,  on  average,  have 
amounted  to  over  2,000  pending  cases  in  each  year  since  1985.    Such  assistance  is  particularly 
needed  by  the  public  since  a  party  appears  pro  se  in  a  substantial  number  of  appeals  without  the 
benefit  of  professional  legal  representation.    Pro  se  litigation  requires  the  judges  and  staff  of  the 
Court  to  devote  additional  time  and  resources  to  assist  litigants  in  their  appeals. 

One  deputy  clerk  position  would  be  added  to  the  Admissions  Division  of  the  Clerk's  Office  to 
address  the  demands  for  service  and  assistance  created  by  attorney  admissions,  which,  on  an  annual 
basis,  result  in  the  processing,  review,  and  clearance  of  over  3,000  applications  on  motion  for 
admission  to  practice  law  in  the  District  of  Columbia.    In  addition,  the  Division  is  responsible  for 
conducting  the  biannual  bar  examinations.    Revenues  collected  by  the  Admissions  Division  amounted 
to  $  1,185,350  in  Fiscal  Year  1993.  Accordingly,  the  modest  increase  in  personnel  is  far  outweighed 
by  the  enhanced  .service  to  the  public  and  the  revenue  flowing  to  the  District's  general  fund. 

Finally,  due  to  the  Court's  caseload  and  the  resulting  number  of  documents  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  also  seeking  authorization  to  appoint  one  additional  file  clerk. 

Technological  advances:  One  Deputy  Systems  Analyst,  CS-11,  One 

Procurement  Clerk,  CS-9,  +2  CFT  Pos.,  $+0 

In  order  to  maintain  and  support  an  automated  docketing  system  and  two  local  area  networks  that 
are,  conservatively  valued,  as  having  a  replacement  cost  of  approximately  $  750,000,  the  Court  seeks 
authorization  to  appoint  a  deputy  systems  analyst  and  a  procurement  clerk. 

Currently,  the  Court's  computer  systems  consist  of  an  automated  docketing  system,  a  local  area 
network  with  75  users  and  14  printers  as  well  as  a  second  local  area  network  with  five  users  and  two 
printers.    All  training,  monitoring,  support  and  programming  functions  for  the  Court's  computer 
systems  are  currently  provided  by  one  systems  analyst.    In  order  to  help  meet  the  demands  to 
develop  the  computer  applications,  which  are  required  to  expand  productivity,  as  well  as  to  service 
and  maintain  an  automated  docketing  system  and  two  local  area  networks,  the  Court  of  Appeals 
seeks  authorization  to  appoint  a  deputy  systems  analyst  to  assist  the  Court's  sole  systems  analyst  in 
supporting  the  Court's  computer  systems. 

Additionally,  the  procurement  of  the  expert  services  required  to  maintain  or  develop  the  Court's  data 
processing  and  support  equipment  relies  on  one  finance  clerk.    For  this  reason,  the  Court  seeks 
authorization  to  appoint  one  procurement  clerk  to  assist  in  the  purchasing  of  expert  services. 

Motions  practice  and  caseload:  One  Staff  Attorney,  CS  11/13:  +1  CFT         POS.,  $+0 

The  total  number  of  procedural  and  substantive  motions  exceeded  5,000  motions  in  1993.  The 
Court's  Case  Management  Plan  expedited  the  resolution  of  a  number  of  limited  cases  and  routine 
motions.  The  difficulty  and  complexity  of  the  Court's  motions  practice  has  increa.sed.    Additionally, 
seven  retired  judges,  who  to  serve  as  Senior  Judges,  provide  part-time  assistance  to  the  Court.    In 
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order  to  assist  the  Court  in  its  motions  practice  as  well  as  to  provide  additional  legal  research 
services  to   Senior  Judges,  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  seeking  authorization  for  an  additional  attorney 
position. 

The  need  for  such  staff  is  manifested  by  the  fact  that  the  Court  is  performing  both  the  functions  of 
an  intermediate  appellate  court  as  well  as  a  supreme  court,  while  handling  a  workload  which  is 
higher  than  the  workloads  of  nine  states  with  both  an  intermediate  and  supreme  court. 

Chambers  of  the  chief  judge:  One  Administrative  Assistant,  CS-9:  +1  CFT    Pus.,  $-i-0 

The  nature,  scope,  and  complexity  of  the  responsibilities  of  the  Chief  Judge  of  the  District's  highest 
court  have  progressively  increased  as  new  duties  devolve  upon  that  position.   Therefore,  the  Court 
seeks  authorization  to  appoint  an  administrative  assistant  for  the  Chambers  of  the  Chief  Judge.   The 
workload  demands  on  the  Chief  Judge  have  increased  significantly.    Yet,  currently,  one  secTetary 
provides  support  services  for  the  Chief  Judge  in  both  her  role  as  an  active  judge  of  the  Court,  who  is 
cartying  a  full  caseload,  and  in  her  role  as  the  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Court,  Chair  of  the 
Board  of  Judges,  Chair  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration,  and  representative  of  the 
District's  highest  court  in  various  national  organizations.   The  proposed  administrative  assistant 
would  provide  support  services  to  the  Chief  Judge  in  carrying  out  her  administrative  responsibilities. 

Table  1.   Appeals,  Petitions  for  Review,  Applications  for  Allowance  of  Appeal 


Filings 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Cnminal 

939 

693 

769 

649 

571 

582 

587 

587 

Civil 

517 

521 

557 

493 

605 

622 

704 

753 

Agency 

183 

174 

191 

200 

205 

161 

142 

125 

Special  Proceedings 

42 

79 

90 

135 

197 

106 

123 

165 

Disciplinary 

53 

37 

26 

38 

45 

56 

54 

85 

Reheanngs/Reinstalements 

29 

36 

48 

19 

27 

40 

33 

23 

TOTAL 

1763 

1540 

1681 

1534 

1650 

1567 

1643 

1738 

Appbcations  fof  Allowance  of  Appeal 

76 

96 

62 

49 

45 

36 

44 

21 

See  Note  at  end  of  Table  5. 
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Table  2.   Dispositions 


1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

By  Opinion 

279 

296 

249 

306 

369 

356 

333 

418 

By  Judgement 

561 

619 

555 

671 

593 

557 

559 

564 

By  Older 

727 

707 

820 

621 

836 

850 

626 

673 

TOTAL 

1567 

1622 

1624 

1598 

1798 

1763 

1518 

1655 

Ratio  Dispositions/Filing 

88.9 

105.3 

96.6 

104.2 

109 

112.5 

M2.4 

95.2 

See  Note  at  end  of  Table  5. 
Table  3.   Cases  Pending  End  of  Year 


1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Cases  Pending 

2.372 

2.290 

2.347 

2.283 

2.135 

1.939 

2.060 

2.286 

See  Note  at  end  of  Table  5. 


Table  4.   Comparative  Analysis  of  Time  on  Appeal  of  Cases  Decided  Other  Than  by  Order 


1987 

1988 

— rm- 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993  ll 

(  Number  ot  Days  1                                             11 

Overall  1  ime  on  Appeal 

651 

679 

680 

672 

666 

672 

712 

Time  from  Notice  of  Appeals  to  Filing  of  Record 

15(i 

i27 

213 

235 

268 

214 

245 

1  une  from  FUmg  ot  record  to  completed  briefing 

157 

257 

265 

iiCi 

249 

22? 

25(1 

I  une  from  Completed  Bnetuig  to  Argument  or  Submission 

172 

152 

l» 

135 

128 

154 

167 

lime  liTom  Argument  ot  Submission  to  Decision 

102 

76 

69 

78 

132 

88 

94 

See  Note  at  end  of  Table  5. 


Table  5.   Bar  Admissions 


'. 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Applications  for  admission  to  Bar  by  examination 

574 

410 

477 

531 

363 

373 

318 

300 

AppUcations  for  admission  to  Bar  by  motion 

2.418 

2.367 

4277 

3,315 

2,646 

3,166 

3,007 

2.956 

Cenificates  of  Good  Standing 

3.544 

2.418 

3.293 

3.689 

4,391 

3,946 

3.126 

3,393 

NOTE:   The  1993  figures  are  preliminary  and  possibly  subject  to  change. 
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Table  II 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FM) 


Expeflditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FYW 
Actual 

F-Y94 
Budget 

FYM 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

84.2 

85.0 

85.0 

94.0 

4.004 

4.103 

4.103 

4.430 

Other  Pay 

3.3 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

420 

401 

401 

416 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

18 

23 

23 

23 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

437 

451 

451 

546 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

87.4 

88.0 

88.0 

97.0 

4.879 

4.978 

4.978 

5.415 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

74 

50 

50 

75 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

52 

40 

40 

40 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Cliarges 

588 

548 

548 

870 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

429 

425 

425 

705 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

1.143 

1.063 

1.063 

1.690 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

S74 

H8.0 

88.0 

97.0 

6.n:;              6.041 

6.041 

7.105 
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Mr.  Dexon.  Judge  Ferren,  if  you  would  like  to  summarize  your 
statement,  you  may  do  so  at  this  time. 

Opening  Remarks  of  Judge  Ferren 

Judge  Ferren.  Thank  you,  Chairman  Dixon.  It  is  a  real  pleasure 
to  be  here. 

As  indicated,  I  am  Acting  Chief  Judge  at  this  time.  Chief  Judge 
Hamilton  will  speak  about  the  Superior  Court,  and  Mr.  Hammond 
will  talk  about  the  overall  court  system. 

I  have  submitted  a  statement,  and  I  don't  plan  to  read  it  to  you. 
I  would  just  like  to  summarize  a  few  points  and  answer  any  ques- 
tions that  you  might  have. 

TOTAL  BUDGET  FOR  D.C.  COURTS 

Just  to  put  the  whole  matter  in  perspective,  the  court  system  it- 
self comprises  only  2.6  percent,  less  than  3  percent,  of  the  total 
District  budget,  and  of  course,  it  is  a  separate  branch  of  govern- 
ment, and  to  maintsdn  the  integrity  of  the  court  system  it  does 
need  full  funding,  full  fiscal  integrity. 

For  fiscal  year  1995,  the  court  system  as  a  whole  is  asking  for 
a  budget  of  $123,202,000,  and  this  represents  an  increase  over  fis- 
cal 1994  of  $10,738,000.  This  is  really  just  a  maintenance  budget. 
These  increases  are  easily  explained  because  they  are  really  in  the 
nature  of  mandatory  costs. 

CJA  ATTORNEY  FEES  INCREASE 

There  are  two  sources,  principally,  for  this  requested  increase: 
$4.3  million  is  for  payment  of  attorney's  fees  in  Criminal  Justice 
Act  cases  and  child  neglect  cases.  There  was  an  amendment  of  the 
law  which  entitles  attorneys  now  to  $50  an  hour  instead  of  $35  an 
hour,  so  that  increase  explains  that. 

NONJUDICIAL  PAY  INCREASES 

We  also  need  $6.34  million  to  cover  nonjudicial  pay  increases, 
cost-of-living  increases,  which  the  rest  of  the  District  in  fiscal  1994 
had  budgeted,  the  court  system  had  to  absorb,  and  should  be  in- 
cluded in  the  budget  for  fiscal  1995. 

OTHER  OVERALL  COURT  INCREASES 

Somewhere  in  the  nature  of  about  half  a  million  dollars,  or  a  lit- 
tle more,  of  the  requested  increase  would  come  from  the  need  to  fi- 
nance grant-funded  programs  for  the  Superior  Court  such  as  the 
Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center  and  a  few  others  that  Chief 
Judge  Hamilton  will  mention,  and  from  the  need  to  upgrade  the 
computer  system  for  the  Court  of  Appeals.  The  computer  system  for 
the  Superior  Court  was  upgraded  last  year  and  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals needs  to  catch  up  with  that. 

COURT  OF  APPEALS  BUDGET 

Focusing  exclusively  on  the  Court  of  Appeals,  we  are  asking  for 
a  total  budget  of  $7,105,000,  and  again  this  is  a  maintenance  budg- 
et. In  addition,  we  are  asking  for  an  increase  of  nine  positions. 
Right  now  these  are  filled  by  temporaries,  and  we  are  not  asking 
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to  fund  these  positions.  It  is  merely  an  authorization  from  88  to  97 
authorized  positions  in  the  Court  pf  Appeals. 

Now,  everything  else  in  terms  Of  dollars  and  cents  is  spelled  out 
in  the  written  statement,  and  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  ques- 
tions, but  I  would  like  to  just  add  a  few  words  about  the  future  be- 
cause I  think,  although  this  year  we  are  coming  here  to  continue 
the  status  quo,  as  you  know.  Chief  Judge  Rogers  for  several  years 
has  pointed  out  the  importance  of  creating  an  intermediate  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  I  would  just  like  to  speak 
a  little  bit  to  that  in  anticipation  of  the  future. 

TIME  REQUIRED  TO  DISPOSE  OF  APPEALS 

When  I  came  on  the  Court  of  Appeals  17  years  ago,  the  average 
time  for  disposing  of  an  appeal  from  the  filing  of  the  appeal  to  deci- 
sion was  a  little  less  than  nine  months.  Right  now,  17  years  later, 
it  is  one  week  short  of  two  years. 

The  main  reason  for  that  backlog,  that  increase  in  business,  if 
you  will,  can  be  reflected  in  the  fact  that  the  number  of  judges  in 
the  Superior  Court  during  that  period  has  increased  from  44  to  59, 
and  even  more  are  needed.  We  have  had  an  increase  in  hearing 
commissioners  from  1  to  15,  so  you  have  a  tremendous  addition  of 
Superior  Court  business  being  funneled  up  to  the  very  same  Court 
of  Appeals  to  handle  that. 

APPEALS  CASES  MORE  COMPLEX 

Interestingly,  in  the  last  six  years  we  have  noticed  a  dramatic 
chginge  in  the  complexity  of  appeals.  What  has  happened  is,  the  Su- 
perior Court,  through  alternative  dispute  resolution,  streamlining 
their  civil  caJendars  has  gotten  rid  of  a  lot  of  the  easier  cases  at 
the  trial  level,  and  yet  the  number  of  cases  at  the  appellate  level 
is  staying  about  the  same,  and  this  means  that  the  cases  we  are 
getting  are  tougher  and  tougher  cases. 

INCREASE  IN  APPEALS 

I  think  our  civil  filings  over  the  last  six  years  have  increased  by 
6  percent.  We  go  around  the  corridor  asking  what  is  happening  to 
us.  The  cases  are  harder,  the  briefs  are  thicker,  the  records  are 
longer.  And,  thus,  the  backlog  just  gets  bigger  and  bigger. 

FUNCTIONS  OF  COURT  OF  APPEALS 

Now,  it  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  Court  of  Appeals 
has  two  basic  functions.  One  I  would  call  law  applying.  You  take 
a  fairly  simple  appeal,  you  apply  the  law  as  it  exists  to  the  facts, 
you  dispose  of  it.  No  new  law  is  made,  you  don't  have  to  publish 
an  opinion,  you  don't  have  to  make  more  money  for  the  publishing 
companies. 

The  other  kind  of  case  that  we  are  getting  in  increasing  numbers 
is  what  we  call  law  making  cases.  In  other  words,  you  don't  know 
the  result,  you  have  to  analogize  to  decisions  from  other  jurisdic- 
tions. There  are  a  lot  of  gaps  in  the  law  to  fill  in,  and  this  is  truly 
the  common  law  function  of  the  high  court  of  any  jurisdiction. 

The  way  a  system  should  work  and  the  way  it  works  in  40  of  the 
jurisdictions,  including  many  that  are  much  smaller  than  the  Dis- 
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trict  of  Columbia,  is  to  feed  the  law-applying  cases  into  an  inter- 
niediate  court  of  appeals  that  gets  rid  of  them  with  dispatch.  The 
high  court  takes  the  lawmaking  cases. 

Of  course  this  means  that  the  total  appellate  load  is  divided  be- 
tween two  courts,  and  it  is  very  easy  to  see  that  this  results  in 
quicker  disposition. 

Right  now,  to  tell  you  the  truth,  the  District  of  Columbia's  Court 
of  Appeals  is  only  an  intermediate  court.  We  don't  have  time  to  sit 
en  banc. 

What  that  means  is  you  have  three  judges  deciding  every  case. 
We  have,  fortunately,  seven  senior  judges  who  can  join  us.  Well, 
think  of  a  situation  where  you  have  three  judges,  one  senior,  and 
you  have  a  2  to  1  decision.  In  a  lawmaking  case,  that  means  one 
active  judge  of  the  District  of  Columbia  out  of  nine  is  making  the 
law  for  the  District.  We  don't  have  time  to  go  en  banc  to  have  the 
full  court  check  it. 

There  is  something  profoundly  wrong  about  that.  I  just  want  to 
emphasize  that  in  terms  of  both  the  numbers  of  cases,  the  complex- 
ity, the  backlog,  if  you  will,  and  of  the  very  legitimacy  of  our  deci- 
sion-making, the  current  system  is  inappropriate.  It  does  not  work, 
and  sooner  rather  than  later,  I  trust,  we  will  be  able  to  get  the  re- 
sources to  do  the  kind  of  job  from  a  two-tier  system  that  we  need. 

That  is  really  all  I  want  to  say  at  this  point.  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions. 

Superior  Court  (See  Pp.  821  and  824) 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  before  we  get  to  questions,  let  me  call  on  Judge 
Hamilton.  As  I  understand  it.  Judge  Hamilton,  the  Superior  Court 
is  requesting  a  total  of  $80,973,000  and  1,277  positions,  which 
would  be  an  increase  of  $4,933,000  and  13  positions  above  the  FY 
1994  enacted  appropriation  level. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  On  the  other  hand,  the  city  has  sent  up  a  budget  re- 
questing $76,495,000  and  1,277  positions. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Yes. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SUPERIOR  COURT  CHIEF  JUDGE 

Mr.  Dixon.  If  you  have  a  prepared  statement,  I  will  be  pleased 
to  receive  it  for  the  record,  and  if  you  just  want  to  summarize  it, 
I  will  be  glad  to  take  that  testimony  at  this  point. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CHIEF  JUDGE  EUGENE  N.  HAMILTON 

SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

MAY  18.  1994 

Mister  chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  budget  request  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  Let  me  preface  my 
presentation  by  expressing  the  Court's  continuing  commitment  to 
providing  critical  justice  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
competently  and  cost  effectively,  both  in  the  prevention  and  the 
adjudication  of  cases.  The  Superior  Court  is  continuing  its 
practice  of  requesting  funding  for  only  essential  operations, 
therefore,  the  FY- 95  Superior  Court  budget  requests  funding  for 
only  those  programs  and  items  that  are  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
essential  operations  of  the  Court  in  the  administration  of  justice. 

Mister  Chairman,  let  me  first  review  the  present  status  of  the 
Court's  caseloads  as  of  December,  1993. 

CRIMINAL  DIVISION 

Felony  filings  and  reinstatements  increased  2%  from  8,626 

in  1992  to  8,861  in  1993. 

However,  the  Court  reduced  pending  felony  caseloads  in 

1993  by  10%  from  3,688  to  3,337. 

A  very  serious  problem  in  prosecution  difficulty  is 

reflected   in  the   fact   that   homicide   arrest   rates 

increased  in  1993  over  1992  by  16%  to  310,  but  homicide 

indictment  filings  decreased  for  the  second  consecutive 

year  from  181  in  1992  to  125  in  1993. 

Felony  drug  related  cases  now  represent  52%  of  the  total 

felony  indictment  filings. 

The  court  now  has  21  felony  calendars,  including  5  felony 

I  calendars  and  4  Accelerated  Felony  II  calendars. 

In  addition,  to  address  the  serious  increase  in  drug 

related  crime,   the  court  initiated  a  State  Justice 

Institute  grant  program  to  develop  a  specialized  felony 

drug  case  management  system.   Three  master  felony  drug 

calendars  supported  by  nine  individual  trial  calendars 

are  presently  operational. 

Domestic  violence  filings  in  1993  increased  to  2,852 

representing  a  12%  growth  in  this  caseload. 
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In  1992,  the  court  processed  3,816  pre-trial  detention 
cases.  In  1993,  this  caseload  increased  by  5%  to  4,000 
cases.  Most  importantly,  the  act  requires  pre-trial 
detention  cases  to  be  tried  within  100  days,  with  an 
extra  20  days  allowed  only  for  good  cause  shown.  This 
means  a  greater  percentage  of  the  court's  serious 
criminal  caseload,  in  which  the  defendants  present 
serious  dangers  to  the  community,  must  be  tried  faster 
with  no  additional  judicial  or  support  staff.  If  we  are 
unable  to  meet  these  deadlines,  demonstrably  dangerous 
defendants  will  be  released.  We  must  be  certain  that  the 
Court  meets  these  time  requirements  without  undue 
prejudice  to  its  ability  to  expeditiously  handle  other 
calendars. 

U.S.  Misdemeanor  filings  increased  by  almost  1,900  cases 
in  1992  and  again  by  another  678  cases  in  1993  to  18,298 
filings.  Misdemeanor  calendars  are  averaging  about  550 
cases  per  judge  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  a  manageable 
calendar  should  be  no  more  than  350  cases  per  judge. 


SOCIAL  SERVICES  DIVISIOK 


In  1993,  the  Division  received  6,522  new  adult  and  825 

new  juvenile  cases  for  supervision. 

At  the  end  of  1993,  there  were  8,147  adults  and  783 

juveniles  in  supervision. 

Adult   Intensive   Probation  Supervision   had   218   new 

cases   assigned    in    1993    and   had   an   ongoing 

caseload  of  117  adults. 

High   Intensity   Treatment   Supervision   diverted   124 

juveniles  from  incarceration  and  at  the  end  of  the  year 

had  an  ongoing  caseload  of  93  cases. 

In  1992,   192  clients  were  referred  to  the  domestic 

violence  intervention  program.   In  1993,  402  offenders 

were  referred,  representing  a  109%  increase  in  caseload. 

The  program  includes  a  12  week  counseling  and  treatment 

effort   for   batterers,   sessions   on   empowering   and 

assisting  victims,   staff  training,   and  establishing 

community   based    treatment    with    other    service 

organizations.  This  program  graduated  14  clients  in  1992 

and  168  clients  in  1993. 


FAMILY  DIVISION 


By  the  end  of  1993,  Superior  Court  judges  were  caring 
for,  and  parenting  3,706  abused  and  neglected  children. 
The  workload  has  increased  so  dramatically  over  the  past 
two  years,  with  new  case  filings  increasing  by  68%  since 
1991  to  1,375. 
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4,461  juvenile  cases  were  filed  in  the  court  in  1993.  At 
the  end  of  the  year,  however,  there  was  a  3%  increase  in 
the  number  of  cases  pending  from  1992  -  860  to  886.  This 
was  consistent  with  the  increase  from  784  cases  in  1991. 
There  were  1,355  juvenile  cases  involving  Acts  Against 
Persons  filed  in  1993  including  628  aggravated  assaults 
and  24  homicides.  There  were  399  juvenile  cases 
involving  possession  of  a  weapon. 

In  paternity  and  support  cases,  IV-D  collections  have 
increased  over  the  past  five  years  from  over  $14  million 
in  1989,  $19.6  million  in  1990,  $23.4  million  in  1991, 
$28.3  million  in  1992,  and  31.3  million  in  1993.  This 
rate  has  assisted  the  District  of  Columbia  in  meeting  its 
federal  mandates  in  the  IV-D  program  area  and  avoid  over 
$1  million  in  penalties. 

The  Court  processed  almost  3,723  support  and  reactivation 
cases  in  1992.  However,  this  fell  to  3,146  cases  in 
1993,  yet  the  Court  collected  almost  two  million  dollars 
more  in  child  support  through  aggressive  wage  withholding 
efforts  with  the  joint  cooperation  of  the  judiciary. 
Corporation  Counsel,  and  the  IV-D  agency.  Even  though 
the  cases  filed  by  the  District's  child  support  agency 
(DHS)  were  down  significantly,  a  dramatic  effort  was  made 
to  constantly  review  old  and  new  cases  in  the  system  for 
modification  of  current  orders  as  mandated  by  the  federal 
requirements . 

We  receive  75  calls  daily  on  the  Spanish  language 
hotline,  the  regular  child  support  hotline  receives  1,200 
calls  daily  and  provides  the  public  with  invaluable  24 
hour  access  to  support  account  information. 

SPECIAL  OPERATIONS  DIVISION  OP  THE  COURT 

Total  requests  for  all  non-english  languages  increased  by 
37%  in  1993  to  6,515  requests.  Spanish  language 
interpreter  requests  increased  by  38%  to  5,663  requests 
and  represent  86%  of  the  workload  of  this  office. 

CIVIL  DIVISION 

In  1993  there  were  14,596  civil  actions  filed  with  14,891 
dispositions . 

In  addition,  there  were  64,428  Landlord  &  Tenant  cases 
filed  with  65,899  disposed  and  26,019  Small  Claims  filed 
and  31,643  disposed  in  1993. 

PROBATE  DIVISION 

In  1993,  there  were  2,809  filings  which  represented  a  5% 
decrease  from  1992.  However,  the  overall  pending 
caseload  increased  by  9%  from  4,856  cases  to  5,302  cases. 
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COURT'S  ASSISTANCE  IN  RESOLVING  FISCAL  CRISIS 

The  Court  has  taken  a  critical  look  at  its  own  operations  and 
has  made  all  available  operations  changes  to  reduce  its  cost  of 
operations  and  to  increase  revenue.  These  have  included  changes  in 
the  payment  of  juror  fees  which  resulted  in  a  $700,000 
appropriations  base  reduction  during  FY- 92  and  new  court  rules 
effective  that  same  year  which  produce  almost  $2  million  dollars  in 
additional  annual  filing  fee  revenue. 

For  six  fiscal  years  up  to  1993,  the  Court  was  required  to 
absorb  significant  mandated  cost  increases  which  dramatically 
impacted  the  Court.  Most  notably,  in  1992,  the  Court  was  forced  to 
freeze  hiring  and  equipment  and  supplies  purchases,  suspend  jury 
trials,  and  defer  CJA  and  CCAN  attorney  payments  to  meet  budgetary 
restraints.  In  FY  1993,  the  Court  was  provided  funds  for  its 
increases  in  mandatory  costs,  but  the  Court  was  in  a  weakened 
condition  at  that  time. 

In  FY- 94,  the  Court  was  provided  funds  to  provide  a  much 
needed  and  long  over  due  increase  in  CJA  and  CCAN  attorney  hourly 
rates  for  the  first  time  since  October,  1983.  The  Court,  however, 
was  required  to  absorb  all  increases  in  mandatory  personnel  costs 
for  court  personnel. 

The  Court  has  also  undertaken  management  programs  to  make  its 
operations  serve  the  public  better  and  provide  the  best  possible 
service  for  every  dollar  appropriated.  These  programs  have 
included  the  Court's  nationally  recognized  civil  delay  reduction 
and  alternative  dispute  resolution  programs,  new  individual 
calendar  systems  and  improvements  in  the  delivery  of  the  District's 
child  support  case  services.  In  addition,  the  Court  has  obtained 
grant  funds  to  support  innovative  probation  services  and  felony 
drug  calendaring  programs. 

These  programs  move  cases  to  disposition,  more  efficiently  and 
justly  than  any  jurisdiction  in  the  United  States  and,  thereby, 
reduce  the  real  costs  of  litigation  to  our  citizens  and  allow 
judicial  resources  to  be  more  focused  on  the  more  complex  and 
prolonged  litigation.  They  also  assist  the  District  in  honoring 
federal  mandates,  avoiding  expensive  penalties,  and  preventing  the 
use  of  more  expensive  services,  such  as  incarceration. 

The  Superior  Court  continues  to  be  an  innovator  through  many 
of  its  grant  supported  Social  Services  Division  programs  in 
utilizing  less  expensive  alternatives  to  incarceration.  In  recent 
months,  the  Court  has  been  visited  by  many  District  of  Columbia 
Councilmembers ,  including  the  Judiciary  Committee  chair,  who  have 
witnessed  the  many  outstanding,  and  often  little  publicized, 
programs  in  operation.  In  particular,  many  Councilmembers  toured 
the  Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center  at  401  New  York  Avenue, 
N.E.  and  saw  the  outstanding  work  achieved  there  through  one  of 
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these  programs.   I  will  speak  later  in  my  statement  about  this 
program  in  particular. 

FY- 95  REQUEST 

The  FY- 95  Superior  Court  submission  requests  funding  above  FY 
1994  for  only  mandatory  costs  and  essential  public  safety  and 
community  access  operations  needs.  The  Superior  Court  is 
requesting  a  total  operating  budget  of  $80,973,000  which  reflects 
a  total  net  increase  of  $4,933,000  to  support  mandatory  costs,  only 
five  new  appropriated  and  eight  authorized  positions,  critically 
needed  probation  services  and  computer  contractual  support.  The 
District  of  Columbia  Council  has  recommended  a  $455,000  increase  to 
our  budget.  While  the  Court  welcomes  and  appreciates  this  support, 
it  leaves  many  of  the  Court's  needs  unaddressed. 

The  budget  also  includes  a  5%  compensation  adjustment  for  the 
Court's  non-judicial  personnel  effective  January  1,  1995.  I  know 
the  subcommittee  is  sensitive  to  the  importance  to  our  operations 
to  be  able  to  continue  to  recruit  excellent  employees  as  well  as 
assure  high  morale  among  our  employees.  The  Court's  non- judicial 
employees  are  required  to  take  little  or  no  time  for  lunch  and  work 
late  to  process  the  Court's  cases  which  are  increasing  in 
complexity. 

IMPACT  OF  ADDITIONAL  LAW  EKPORCEMENT  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  DISTRICT 

Prior  to  presenting  the  specific  components  of  our  FY-95 
request,  it  is  important  that  I  note  the  recent  addition  of  federal 
law  enforcement  officers  to  work  on  District  of  Columbia  cases  and 
the  increase  in  Metropolitan  Police  Department  Officers  on  the 
street  as  part  of  the  District's  intense  focus  on  violent  crime. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  the  number  of  officers  working  on 
execution  of  arrest  and  bench  warrants  has  been  tripled,  that  an 
additional  400  officers  will  be  added  to  the  police  force,  and  the 
homicide  squad  has  been  increased  by  100%.  In  addition,  the  U.S. 
Attorney's  Office  for  the  District  of  Columbia  has  brought  on  duty 
in  April  of  this  year,  15-16  new  Assistant  U.S.  Attorneys.  The  new 
Assistants  will  permit  the  U.S.  Attorney  to  reassign  6  seasoned  and 
experienced  Assistants  to  his  Violent  Crime  Section  and  the  Court's 
Accelerated  Felony  Trial  Calendar  and  10  such  Assistants  to  his 
Homicide  Division  and  the  Court's  Felony  I  Calendar. 

These  additions  occurred  after  the  Court  had  prepared  and 
presented  its  formal  FY-95  request.  The  budget  I  present  today 
does  not  account  for  the  impact  to  court  operations  that  these 
arrests  and  prosecutions  will  create.  It  is  anticipated  that  there 
will  be  a  substantial  increase  in  criminal  and  juvenile  caseloads. 
There  will  be  an  impact  on  judicial  resources  and  staff.  It  may 
impact  CJA  attorney  payments  as  well.   After  the  extent  of  these 
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increases  are  determined,  it  may  be  necessary  at  a  later  date  to 
present  a  supplemental  request  for  resources  based  on  such 
increases . 

Given  the  time  required  for  training,  investigation, 
preparation  and  Grand  Jury  action,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  Court 
will  begin  to  feel  the  impact  from  these  initiatives  in  September, 
1994.  The  Court  anticipates  that  it  will  probably  be  necessary  to 
increase  the  Court's  Accelerated  Felony  Calendars  from  four  (4)  to 
five  (5)  and  its  Felony  I  Calendars  from  five  (5)  to  six  (6)  . 
Also,  the  Court  is  experiencing  increasingly  complex  and  prolonged 
murder  trials,  one  such  trial  was  just  recently  completed  and  was 
in  actual  trial  from  September,  1993  to  April,  1994. 

Now,  as  to  the  specifics  of  the  Superior  Court's  budget, 

1)    MANDATORY  COSTS 

Of  the  Court's  FY- 95  request,  88%  is  required  to  support 
mandatory  personnel  cost  increases,  an  FY-95  non-judicial  employee 
pay  adjustment,  and  the  growth  and  legislatively  mandated  increase 
in  CCAN  costs. 

A)    Peraonal  Services  Costa  -  $3.758,000 

Of  the  requested  increase,  56%  is  in  mandated  personal 
services  costs  to  which  the  Court  is  presently  obligated  and  can 
not  avoid.  These  costs  will  have  to  be  absorbed  to  the  detriment 
of  other  programs  if  funding  is  not  provided.  These  costs  include: 

Within  grade  increases  ($517,000); 

Health  care  and  medicare  contributions  ($1,072,000); 

1993  judicial  pay  adjustments  ($245,000); 

1994  non-judicial  pay  adjustments  ($1,616,000);  and 
Annualizations  ($308,000); 

Of  greatest  ongoing  concern  in  this  category  of  mandatory 
personnel  costs  is  the  burgeoning  growth  in  health  insurance 
premiums  which  the  Court  must  fund.  The  Court  projects  its  health 
benefit  premiums  to  be  $3,786,000  in  FY-95.  While  there  has  been 
much  recent  publicity  that  the  growth  of  inflation  for  health 
benefit  premiums  has  been  reduced  this  year,  the  Court  has  not 
received  the  necessary  funding  to  support  the  FY- 93  and  FY- 94 
health  premium  increases.  We  expect  to  operate  with  a  $1,000,000 
deficit  in  this  category,  if  support  is  not  provided. 

In  addition,  for  FY-94,  the  Mayor  approved  and  provided 
funding  to  Executive  Branch  agencies  for  a  5%  pay  increase  for  non- 
union employees.  D.C.  Court  employees  were  not  included  and 
funding  was  not  provided  for  a  comparable  increase.  To  maintain 
pace  with  D.C.  government  pay  rates,  a  3.5  %  pay  adjustment  was 
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granted  to  non-judicial  court  employees  effective  October  1,  1993, 
and  the  Court  requests  the  support  given  Executive  Branch  agencies 
to  fund  this  increase. 


11    FY-95  Non-Judicial  Pav  Adjustment  -  (SI. 740. OOP) 

As  another  component  of  our  mandatory  cost  increases,  26%  of 
our  request  is  to  fund  a  pay  adjustment  for  non-judicial  employees 
in  FY-95.  Title  11-1726  of  the  D.C.  Code  sets  standards  for  the 
D.C.  Courts  in  establishing  the  compensation  rates  for  non-judicial 
employees.  One  of  the  standards  requires  maintaining  parity  with 
other  branches  of  the  District  Government  and  the  federal 
government.  The  Court  is  requesting  funds  for  a  5%  pay  increase 
for  non-judicial  employees  designed  to  be  effective  January  1, 
1995.  The  Executive  Branch  has  requested  a  similar  adjustment  for 
its  union  employees. 

CI    CCAN  Funding  -  S348.000 

One  additional  mandatory  cost  area  must  be  addressed. 
The  Court  is  requesting  $348,000  to  fund  the  CCAN  attorney  fee 
payments.   The  District  of  Columbia  Council  has  supported  $270,000 
of  this  request. 

The  Counsel  for  Child  Abuse  and  Neglect  program  provides 
attorney  representation  for  indigent  parties  and  children  in  these 
very  important,  complex,  and  sensitive  cases.  The  costs  for  this 
representation  have  risen  with  the  continuous  alarming  increase  in 
the  number  and  complexity  of  abuse  and  neglect  cases.  In  1992,  the 
Neglect  caseload  increased  by  62%  from  1991  to  1,351  cases.  It  was 
the  Court's  hope  that  this  was  only  an  aberration  in  case  filings. 
Unfortunately,  the  Court  received  1,375  Neglect  filings  in  1993 
representing  a  68%  growth  since  1991.  However,  most  alarming,  and 
as  reported  in  a  May  10,  1994  Washington  Post  article,  there  have 
been  710  filings  in  the  initial  four  months  of  1994.  If  this  pace 
continues,  the  court  estimates  receiving  2,500  new  neglect  cases 
this  year  representing  an  82%  increase  from  1993  and  a  200% 
increase  since  1991. 

The  January  9th,  1994  front  page  banner  headline  of  the 
Washington  Post  read,  "D.C.  Judges  Try  to  Raise  3,200  Abused  or 
Neglected  Children".  The  Post's  story  accurately  and  tragicly 
depicts  the  crisis  in  the  area  of  abused  and  neglected  children. 
It  also  documents  the  overwhelming  workload  being  experienced  by 
our  judges,  not  only  in  resolving  difficult  criminal  and  civil 
disputes,  but  raising,  caring  for,  and  parenting  3,706  children  as 
of  December,  1993.  This  is  a  complex  and  emotional  workload  that 
is  not  traditionally  recorded  in  the  publicized  statistics  because 
these  matters  are  closed  to  the  public.  It  is  a  burden  every  judge 
takes  seriously,  including  the  Chief  Judge  who,  together  with  all 
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the  other  active  judges  and  most  of  the  senior  judges,  carries 
neglect  and  abuse  cases.  This  workload  is  straining  the  Court  and 
the  cost  impact  to  support  indigent  representation  continues 
unabated.  These  cases  are  in  addition  to  judges'  regular 
assignment,  so  that  in  many  instances,  they  are  taken  by  judges 
around  the  lunch  period  or  late  in  the  afternoon.  This  drastically 
impacts  courtroom  and  support  staff. 

From  1989  to  1992,  the  CCAN  indigent  representation  costs 
increased  by  almost  50%,  but  the  Court  received  no  additional 
appropriation  to  pay  for  this  legislatively  mandated  program.  For 
FY- 93,  the  Council  increased  our  appropriation  in  this  category  to 
support  our  FY-92  cost  level.  Unfortunately,  FY-93  costs  increased 
by  24%  above  the  FY-92  cost  level  from  $1,945,133  to  $2,411,186. 

The  Court  has  been  provided  sufficient  FY- 94  funding  to 
support  this  continuing  increase.  It  was  necessary,  however,  for 
the  Council  to  enact  a  $15  increase  from  $35  to  $50  per  hour 
effective  October  1,  1993  for  CCAN  and  CJA  attorneys.  Attorneys  in 
these  cases,  as  you  know  Mr.  Chairman,  provide  an  invaluable  and 
indispensable  service  and  their  rates  had  not  been  increased  in 
almost  a  decade  (October,  1983) .  The  federal  rate  for  indigent 
representation  in  the  U.S.  Courts  for  the  District  of  Columbia  is 
$75  per  hour  and  the  disparity  needed  to  be  addressed.  The  Court 
supported  this  increase  so  long  as  funds  are  provided  for  it. 

Because  the  full  impact  of  the  hourly  rate  increase  would  not 
be  experienced  in  FY-94,  the  Court  recommended  and  the  Council 
agreed  to  provide  only  the  needed  portion  of  the  hourly  rate 
increase  in  FY-94  and  the  additional  funds  later  in  FY- 95.  I  trust 
the  subcommittee  will  support  the  other  necessary  funds  to  pay  for 
the  hourly  rate  increases.  The  $348,000  requested  will  support  the 
remaining  impact  of  the  hourly  rate  increase  and  the  funding  for 
growth  in  the  caseload.  In  addition,  the  court  is  requesting, 
through  the  D.C.  Court  System  budget,  an  essential  increase  in 
funding  for  the  CJA  program  to  support  the  increase  in  rates  for 
CJA  attorneys.  Mr.  Hammond,  the  D.C.  Courts  Executive  Officer, 
will  speak  to  this  issue  later  in  his  presentation. 

2)    Public  Safety  -   $565.000  and  4  Appropriated  and  1 
Authorized  Poaitlon 

The  Court  is  requesting  $565,000  or  8%  of  its  FY-95  request  to 
continue  critically  needed  public  safety  programs  provided  through 
the  Social  Services  Division  and  in  the  Family  Division. 

A)    Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center  -  $240,000 

Of  the  funds  requested  for  public  safety  programs,  $240,000  is 
to  support  the  Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center.  The  District 
of  Columbia  Council  has  supported  $115,000  of  this  request.   This 
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program  is  an  innovative  $1.35  million  grant-funded  inter-agency 
effort  operated  in  conjunction  with  the  D.C.  Board  of  Parole,  the 
Alcohol  and  Drug  Abuse  Services  Administration  of  the  D.C. 
Department  of  Human  Services,  the  Department  of  Recreation,  and  the 
Department  of  Employment  Services.  This  program  is  in  its  third 
year  of  operation  and  its  final  year  for  grant  funding. 

It  provides  treatment  for  a  maximum  of  330  drug  addicted 
offenders  per  year.  Currently,  297  clients  are  participating  in 
all  phases  of  the  program.  Since  program  initiation,  1,600 
offenders  have  been  referred  with  944  entering  formal  assessment 
and  receiving  treatment.  Clients  receive  drug  education  and 
counseling,  treatment  services,  life  skills  training  and  support 
services.  They  are  placed  in  employment,  job  training,  or 
vocational  education  programs.  Our  evaluation,  Mr.  Chairman, 
indicates  that  the  program  is  highly  successful.  Recidivism  is  low 
and  the  number  of  drug  free  clients  is  high.  Only  three  persons 
have  been  removed  from  the  program  for  committing  a  new  crime. 
During  1992,  76%  of  all  PPRC  clients  remained  drug  free  in  all 
stages  of  the  program. 

The  Court's  sole  funding  for  this  program  has  been  derived 
from  grant  funds  which  will  end  in  August,  1994.  If  the  Court  is 
to  continue  this  successful  service  we  must  receive  the  necessary 
funds  to  support  staff  and  facility  costs.  At  a  time  when  there  is 
increasing  evidence  that  treatment  programs  which  are  judicially 
monitored  actually  work,  this  program  must  be  permitted  to 
continue.  This  program  proves  that  community  corrections  are  less 
expensive,  yet  effective,  alternatives  to  incarceration. 

We  are  seeking  funding  for  four  current,  not  additional, 
positions  for  this  program  which  represents  only  40%  of  the  present 
grant  funded  positions  that  will  ultimately  have  to  be  supported. 
These  positions  will  cost  $122,000.  The  District  of  Columbia 
Council  recommended  authorization  of  the  positions  but  did  not 
provide  funding.  In  addition,  the  Court  is  seeking  $118,000  in 
facility  lease  funds  for  the  facility  at  401  New  York  Avenue,  N.E.. 
This  request  represents  a  very  limited  level  of  support  for  a 
highly  successful  program.  If  this  level  of  funding  is  not 
provided,  the  court  must  consider  the  option  of  closing  the  program 
in  the  absence  of  any  other  available  support. 

B)    Social  ServiceB  Division  Contractual  Support 
S325.000 

The  Social  Services  Division  provides  important  services  to 
probationers  as  a  part  of  its  ongoing  mission  to  reduce  recidivism 
and  promote  rehabilitation.  These  programs  also  offer  less  costly 
alternatives  to  incarceration.   The  Court  is  requesting: 
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An  increase  of  $35,000  to  its  Screening  and 
Diversion  of  Alleged  Juvenile  Delinquents  Program. 
This  program  diverts  a  maximum  of  115  youth 
annually  by  referring  them  to  comprehensive 
diagnostic  and  treatment  services.  This  program 
focuses  not  only  on  the  needs  of  the  juveniles  but 
also  places  emphasis  on  working  with  the  family 
unit.  It  has  operated  since  1980  with  recidivism 
rates  consistently  lower  than  the  general  juvenile 
probationer  population. 

An  increase  of  $90,000  to  its  Youth  Services 
programs.  The  Court  provides  non-residential 
services  to  youth  under  Court  supervision  based  on 
identified  needs.  These  services  are  particularly 
important  in  the  High  Intensity  Treatment  Program 
and  the  Child  Abuse  Team.  Such  services  purchased 
by  the  Court  for  these  probationers  include 
educational  screening,  pre-vocational  services, 
self-esteem  building,  parent  skills  building,  and 
respite  care.  The  annual  cost  for  these  services 
has  increased  over  10%  annually  for  the  past  five 
years.  However  the  Court's  appropriation  has 
remained  fixed  forcing  a  reduction  in  the  provision 
of  services.  To  successfully  support  youth  under 
the  Court's  supervision,  we  are  requesting  an 
additional  $90,000.  These  services  are  spread 
throughout  our  youth  population  of  1,142. 

An  increase  of  $200,000  to  replace  block  grant 
funding  that  will  end  in  Septennber,  1994  to  support 
diagnostic  and  treatment  services  for  adult 
probationers.  The  services  provided  under  the 
block  grant  include  family  counseling,  job 
readiness/placement  programs,  medical  evaluations, 
short-term  psychotherapy,  and  specialized  substance 
abuse  treatment  services.  Referral  options 
available  for  servicing  probation  clients  will  be 
significantly  reduced  without  continuation  of  this 
program.  These  services  are  provided  on  an  as 
needed  basis  throughout  the  entire  adult  probation 
population.  Our  1994  experience  indicates  that 
these  funds  will  provide  critical  services  for 
about  200  probationers  per  year. 

£1.   Familv   Diviaion   Domeatic   Violenca   Prevention 
Amendment  Act  -  SO  -  1  authorized  position 

The  Family  Division  would  receive  one  CS-8  Special  Domestic 
Relations  Processing  Clerk  position  to  address  the  increased 
demands  placed  on  the  division  by  the  recently  enacted  Domestic 
Violence  Amendment  Act  (D.C.  Code  Sec.  4-131,  16-1001,  16-1031-34, 
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and  25-581  Supp.  1991)  .  The  Family  Division  estimates  that  90%  of 
domestic  violence  case  activity  results  from  pro  se  litigant 
requests  for  a  civil  and  temporary  protection  order.  This  is  a 
time  consuming  and  sensitive  process  for  which  the  Family  Division 
was  not  provided  staff  or  funds  when  the  law  was  enacted.  In  1993, 
the  Division  processed  2,891  pro  se  civil  protection  order  requests 
of  which  almost  900  included  requests  for  temporary  protection 
orders.  This  represents  approximately  241  requests  per  month  which 
is  a  38%  increase  since  the  legislation  became  effective.  This 
program  drastically  reduces  domestic  injuries,  deaths,  and 
hardships  and  is  of  critical  importance  in  the  reduction  and 
prevention  of  domestic  violence.  The  Court  requests  authorization 
for  only  one  Special  Domestic  Relations  Processing  Clerk.  The 
District  of  Columbia  Council  has  supported  this  recommendation. 

3)    Conmunitv  AccesB  to  Justice  -  $264.000  and  1  appropriated 
position  and  7  authorized  positionB 

The  Court  is  requesting  $264,000  or  4%  of  its  FY-95 
request  to  support  important  community  access  to  justice  services. 
These  include  programs  supported  through  the  Multi-Door  Dispute 
Resolution  Division,  the  Office  of  Interpreter  Coordinators,  the 
Probate  Division,  and  the  Data  Processing  Division. 

A)    Multi-Door  Dlapute  Resolution  DivJBion  -  SO  -  3 
authorized  positions 

Three  positions  for  the  Multi-Door  Division  are  requested  for 
authorization  only.  These  are  not  additional  position  requests. 
Rather,  they  would  replace  temporary  positions  that  the  Court  has 
been  forced  to  use  to  insure  this  nationally  recognized  program 
continues  its  successful  operation.  The  District  of  Columbia 
Council  has  supported  this  request. 

The  Multi-Door  Dispute  Resolution  Division  has  a  critical  role 
in  the  success  of  the  Court's  civil  delay  reduction  program.  This 
nationally  recognized  program  has  made  a  major  impact  on  pending 
civil  case  loads  and  processing  time  in  the  Court.  Since  January 
2,  1991,  when  the  Court  implemented  the  program,  the  pending 
caseload  has  been  reduced  by  almost  one-half.  In  addition,  the 
number  of  cases  over  two  years  of  age  was  reduced  by  one-half  in 
1993.  95%  of  all  pending  civil  cases  are  less  than  two  years  old. 
This  tremendous  reduction  has  been  substantially  aided  by  the  fact 
that  all  civil  cases  are  set  for  ADR  treatment  at  the  status 
hearing. 

The  Multi-Door  program  has  expanded  from  a  "settlement  week" 
project  that  addressed  900  of  the  oldest  civil  cases  each  year  to 
an  integrated  component  of  the  Civil,  Family,  Probate  and  Tax 
Divisions  which  uses  approximately  500  attorney  volunteers  and  600 
total  volunteers  who  serve  as  arbitrators,  mediators,  and  case 
evaluators.   With  a  disposition  rate  of  over  50%  for  mediation, 
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neutral  case  evaluation  and  arbitration,  the  success  of  this 
program  has  been'greater  than  even  the  Court  expected.  In  1993, 
the  Multi-Door  Division  scheduled  over  4,500  civil  action  cases  and 
disposed  of  almost  1,600  civil  cases.  In  addition,  they  handle 
small  claims,  domestic  relations,  and  probate  cases.  More  than 
any  other  program,  it  represents  the  most  efficient  method  of 
dispensing  justice  in  our  system,  yet  without  appropriate  funding, 
it  is  in  jeopardy. 

Because  of  the  rapid  development  of  the  civil  delay  reduction 
program,  the  administrative  component  has  been  largely  staffed  by 
temporary  fulltime,  but  "non-funded",  employees  for  which  the  Court 
is  requesting  permanent  authorization  in  its  FY-95  budget.  The 
Court  needs  to  insure  the  long  term  stability  of  this  division  and 
its  role  in  civil,  domestic,  probate  and  tax  case  processing.  The 
Court  cannot  risk  being  unresponsive  to  its  own  rules  due  to  an 
absence  of  appropriate  staffing  in  this  small,  but  critically 
important  Division.  Without  the  Multi-Door  component,  there  would 
not  be  a  civil  delay  reduction  effort  and  the  judicial  resources 
required  to  address  all  of  our  caseloads  would  be  much  greater. 

H    Office  of  Interpreter  Coordinators  -  S29.000  -  1 
appropriated  position 

The  Court  is  engaged  in  an  extensive  effort  to  expand  access 
to  the  Spanish  speaking  public  in  the  District.  As  part  of  this 
effort  the  Court  has  initiated  a  number  of  programs.  This  includes 
an  effort  to  translate  145  official  court  forms  into  Spanish.  Next 
week,  I  will  be  holding  a  press  conference  to  announce  the 
completion  of  the  first  phase  of  this  project  and  present  almost  90 
of  the  forms  for  use  in  the  Court.  Also,  the  Court  is  using  an 
AT&T  service  called  "Language  Line"  to  assist  non-english  speaking 
citizens  in  the  Landlord  &  Tenant  Office.  We  are  considering 
expanding  this  service  into  other  areas  of  the  court. 

In  addition,  recently,  the  Court  celebrated  the  completion  of 
its  second  Spanish  Language  instruction  and  cultural  education 
class  for  non- judicial  employees,  judges  and  hearing  commissioners. 
It  is  our  understanding  that  we  are  the  first  urban  jurisdiction 
in  the  United  States  to  offer  such  a  class  to  judicial  staff  and 
employees . 

Our  Office  of  Interpreter  Coordinators  continues  to  provide 
invaluable  access  services  to  the  non-english  speaking  and  hearing 
disabled  community.  In  1993,  service  requests  increased.  Total 
requests  for  all  non-english  languages  increased  by  37%  in  1993  to 
6,515  requests.  Spanish  language  interpreter  requests  increased  by 
38%  to  5,663  requests  and  represent  86%  of  the  workload  of  this 
office.  I  am  requesting  in  our  FY-95  budget  an  additional  Spanish 
language  interpreter  to  address  this  rapidly  expanding  and  critical 
service.  Again,  the  District  of  Columbia  Council  supports  this 
request. 
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C)    Probate  DlvlBJon  -  SO  -  1  authorized  poaltlon 

The  annual  caseload  in  the  Probate  Division  grew  significantly 
in  1993.  In  1993,  the  pending  caseload  increased  by  9%  from  4,856 
cases  to  5,302  cases.  In  response  to  this  growth,  an  additional 
probate  calendar  has  been  created.  The  Probate  Division  has  never 
received  staffing  for  a  courtroom  clerk.  In  the  past,  when  there 
was  only  one  calendar,  the  Court  "borrowed"  a  courtroom  clerk  from 
the  Family  Division.  With  the  growth  in  workload  in  the  Family 
Division,  as  previously  discussed,  and  the  expansion  of  calendars 
in  the  Probate  Division,  this  is  no  longer  a  tenable  solution.  The 
Court  requests  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Council  supports 
authorization  for  a  courtroom  clerk  for  the  Probate  Division. 


D)    Data  Procesaing  Diviaion  -   $235.000   -   3  authorized 
poflitions  and  contractual  support 

Last  year  the  Court  alerted  the  subcommittee  to  the  status  of 
our  automated  system.  The  District  of  Columbia  Council  appreciated 
the  seriousness  of  this  problem  and  supported  the  purchase  of  a 
mainframe  upgrade.  We  are  grateful  for  this  support  and  are 
progressing  to  complete  the  upgrade.  Bids  have  been  received  and 
we  expect  to  complete  the  installation  of  the  new  system  this 
summer. 

Presently,  the  Court  is  addressing  needs  in  personal  computer 
systems.  We  have  recently  expanded  the  local  area  network  to 
include  all  chambers  in  the  Moultrie  Courthouse  and  we  hope  to 
include  our  satellite  buildings  this  fiscal  year.  In  order  not  to 
overload  the  mainframe,  but  rather,  reserve  its  capacity  to  deal 
with  the  tremendous  data  needs  of  the  court,  it  is  necessary  to 
develop  applications  for  personal  computer  systems  for  the 
specialized  operations  of  the  court. 

For  example,  we  are  presently  working  on  improvements  to  the 
CJA  and  CCAN  voucher  payment  system  that  will  be  accomplished  with 
personal  computer  programming.  We  are  also  working  to  develop  an 
integrated  family  case  processing  system  that  will  assist  in 
comprehensively  addressing  domestic  violence  data  needs  to  allow 
the  Criminal  and  Family  Divisions  to  share  information  concerning 
abusers  and  create  a  tracking  mechanism  to  allow  the  judiciary  to 
be  aware  of  domestic  abuse  histories  so  as  to  provide  better 
protection  for  families.  These  programs  directly  serve  the  legal 
community  and  public. 

To  assist  the  Court  in  its  growing  application  needs,  I  am 
requesting  authorization  only  for  two  additional  computer 
programmers  and  software  development  contractual  support  that  will 
be  critical  in  making  the  best  use  of  the  mainframe.  In  addition, 
the  Court's  data  processing  needs  demand  additional  personnel  to 
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fully  staff  a  third  shift  in  the  computer  operations  branch.  This 
shift  will  run  programs  to  insure  data  and  necessary  reports  are 
ready  each  business  day  to  assist  the  Court  and  public.  The 
District  of  Columbia  Council  has  only  supported  authorization  for 
the  three  positions,  but  no  funding. 

CONCLPSION 

In  closing,  let  me  reiterate  that  the  preponderance  of  the 
Court's  FY- 95  request  for  additional  funding  is  to  address 
mandatory  personnel  and  CCAN  requests.  Additional  support  beyond 
these  mandatory  costs  is  requested  only  for  our  most  critical 
programs  most  notably  the  Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center 
which  is  a  highly  successful  drug  treatment  program  that  needs  to 
be  maintained.  The  Court  would  have  to  absorb  the  majority  of  its 
few  additional  staffing  requests  if  the  authorization  to  create  the 
positions  is  provided. 

In  the  face  of  rising  caseloads  particularly  in  neglect  cases 
and  recent  new  responsibilities  as  well  as  the  never  ceasing 
problem  of  drug-related  violent  crime,  the  Court  continues  to  meet 
its  commitments  to  the  administration  of  justice  on  a  very  high 
level.  I  urge  you  to  closely  examine  the  continuing  needs  of  the 
Courts  to  meet  their  obligations  to  the  community  to  provide  access 
to  justice  services  and  to  support  public  safety.  I  appreciate  the 
strong  support  provided  to  the  courts  by  the  subcommittee  in  recent 
years.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  this  subcommittee  in  the 
years  ahead. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  might  have 
at  this  time. 
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Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia--District's  Recommendation 

Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is  to  adjudicate  all  legal  matters 
applicable  to  the  District  and  its  citizens. 

Agency  Description 

The  Court's  mission  is  accomplished  by  providing  quality  judicial  services  to  the  citizens  of  the 
District  and  being  a  model  for  court  systems  throughout  the  nation.   The  Superior  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  has  the  general  responsibility  of  adjudicating  all  legal  matters  applicable  to  the 
District  and  its  citizenry.    Special  responsibilities  are  outlined  in  Title  1 1  of  the  D.C.  Code, 
"Organization  and  Jurisdiction  of  the  Courts."   The  divisions  which  comprise  the  Superior  Court 
provide  for  local  litigation  functions  —  criminal,  civil,  juvenile,  domestic  relations,  probate,  tax, 
landlord  and  tenant,  traffic  and  other  functions.    Various  programs  are  administered  by  the  Superior 
Court  such  as  Witness  Fees,  Indigent  Legal  Defense,  Sequestered  Jury  Expense,  Psychologist 
Services,  Child  Abuse  and  Neglect,  and  others. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $78,095,000  and  1,277.0 

full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $705,000  and  an  increase  of  1 3.0  FTEs  over  the 

revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $76,495,000  and  1,277.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $455,000  and  an 

increase  of  13.0  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $  1 ,600,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $250,000  and  no 

change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $77,390,000  and 

1,264.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $76,040,000  and  1 ,264.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 

FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $1,350,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 

FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  FY  1995  reflects  a  total  increase  of  $455,000  and  13  FTEs  and  the  components  are  as  follows: 

■  Personal  services--  an  increase  of  12  FTEs  and  no  additional  funding  and  I  FTE  along  with 
$30,000  for  a  Spanish  Language  Interpreter. 

■  Nonpersonal  services-   a  total  increase  of  $425,000  is  allocated  as  follows: 
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An  increase  of  $270,()0()  in  Other  Services  and  Charges  for  the  Counsel  for  Child  Abuse  and 
Neglect  (CCAN)  Program  for  attorney  fees; 

An  increase  of  $1 15,000  in  building  rent  for  the  facility  rental  expense  of  the  Probation  and  Parole 
Resource  Center;  and 

An  increase  of  $40,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges  for  contractual  administrative  staff  positions 
for  the  Court  Appointed  Special  Advocate  (CASA)  Program. 


Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

The  current  financial  situation  of  the  District  warrants  the  most  efficient  management  possible.    It  is 
hoped  that  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  will  take  advantage  of  this  fiscal  crisis  and 
utilize  these  funds  as  effectively  as  possible. 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FC) 


Programs 

Staffing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($0001                                      { 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FV95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

01  Superior  Court  oT  Ihe 
District  or  Col 

1235.4 

12M.0 

1 .264.0 

1.277.0 

74.791 

77.390 

77.390 

78.095 

02  Superior  Court  Grant 
Projects 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

758 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Af>ency 

1.219,5 

1.264.0 

1.264.0 

1.277.0 

75.549 

77.390 

77.390 

78.095 

Appropriated  Funds 

U35.8 

1,264.0 

U64.0 

U77.0 

73,054 

76,040 

76,040 

76,495 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

210 

0 

0 

0 

Inlra-Dlstrict  Funds 

?.7 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

2.285 

1.350 

1.350 

1.600 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  primary  output  is  to  continue  providing  high  quality  justice  in  a  timely  and  efficient  manner. 
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Table  II 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FC) 


ExpendKurr  T;pe 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                     | 

FYW 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Penooal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

U0I.6 

1256.0 

1255.0 

1269.0 

46.307 

48.959 

48.969 

48.999 

Otter  Pay 

34.2 

8.0 

8.0 

8.0 

1.374 

775 

775 

775 

Additional  Gross  Pa; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

352 

284 

284 

284 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.679 

5.890 

5.890 

5.890 

Total  Personal  Services 

U35.8 

UM.O 

1254.0 

1277.0 

54.712 

55.918 

55.918 

55.948 

NoflPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

726 

755 

7!J 

755 

Eoerg; 

13 

0 

0 

0 

Coiniiiunlcatlons 

960 

882 

882 

882 

Building  Rent 

278 

325 

325 

440 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

14.821 

15.047 

15.047 

15.357 

Suhsldies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

1.544 

3.113 

3.113 

3.113 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

18.342 

20.122 

20.122 

20.547 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

1235.8 

U54.0 

1264  01       1277.0 

73.054 

75.040 

76.040 

76.495 
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Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia— FY  1995  Budget  Request 

Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is  the  trial  court  with  original  jurisdiction  over  all 
criminal,  civil,  family,  tax,  and  probate  cases,  pursuant  to  Title  11  of  the  D.C.  Code. 

Budget  Summary 

The  total  budget  in  F.Y.  1995  is  $80,973,000  and  1,277  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions. 

Mandatory  programs  and  inflationary  cost  increases:  +$5,846,000  In  order  to  maintain  fiscal  year 
1994  staffing  levels  and  meet  anticipated  expenses  associated  with  existing  mandated  programs  and 
services,  the  following  increases  are  required. 

•  A  within-grade  funding  request  of  $517,000  is  necessary  to  cover  within-grade  advancements 
which  are  required  by  law  to  be  given  to  all  eligible  employees  during  fiscal  year  1995. 

•  Effective  in  1986,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of 
1985,  District  government  employees  are  required  to  be  enrolled  in  the  Medicare  program.   Under 
this  program,  the  Superior  Court  must  pay  an  employer's  contribution  of  1.45  percent  of  an 
employee's  gross  salary.    It  is  anticipated  that  in  FY  1995,  the  cost  to  the  Superior  Court  will  be 
$353,000,  an  increase  of  $2 1 ,000  over  its  budget  base. 

•  Tlie  employer's  cost  of  employee  health  benefits  has  increased  drastically  during  the  past  several 
years.  It  is  anticipated  that  this  trend  will  continue  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Over  the  past  five  fiscal 
years,  the  Court's  contributions  have  been  as  follows: 

Fiscal  Year  1989  $1,568,000 

Fiscal  Year  1990  1,968,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  2,274,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  2,385,000 

Fiscal  Year  1993  2,951,000 

With  expected  increases  of  at  least  twelve  percent  in   fiscal  years  1994  and  1995,  the  projected 
fiscal  year  1995  health  benefits  cost  is  $3,786,000.   There  is  only  $2,735,000  in  the  Court's  budget 
base  for  this  mandatory  expense.   Therefore,  an  increase  of  $1,051,000  is  needed  in  fiscal  year 
1995  to  fund  this  mandatory  contribution. 
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In  fiscal  year  1993,  a  3.2  percent  judicial  pay  adjustment  was  statutorily  mandated.    $245,000  is 
required  to  address  this  pay  adjustment.   It  should  be  noted  that  there  will  be  no  judicial  pay 
adjustment  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Title  11-1726  of  the  D.C.  Code  prescribes  the  manner  in  which  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts  are 
to  establish  the  compensation  rates  for  non-judicial  employees.    One  of  the  standards  is  to  fix  rates 
which  are  comparable  to  those  paid  to  federal  and  District  government  employees  occupying  the 
same  or  similar  positions  or  occupying  positions  of  similar  responsibility,  duty  and  difficulty.   The 
District  government  approved  a  five  percent  pay  increase  for  non-union  employees,  except  the  D.C. 
Court  employees. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration  approved  a  3.5  percent  rate 
increase  for  Court  non-judicial  employees.    Funding  for  this  pay  adjustment  was  not  provided  in 
the  Court's  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation.    $1,616,000  is  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  fund  this 
pay  adjustment. 

In  addition,  an  increase  of  $1,740,000  is  also  requested  in  order  to  provide  the  Superior  Court's 
non-judicial  employees  a  five  percent  pay  adjustment,  effective  January  1995. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  Superior  Court  was  authorized  19  additional  positions.  To  fund  and 
provide  for  the  full  annualized  cost  of  these  positions,  $308,000  is  required. 

Since  its  inception,  the  Counsel  for  Child  Abuse  and  Neglect  Program  has  operated  on  a  cash  basis. 
Payment  levels  for  fiscal  years  1987  through  1993  have  risen  steadily  from  $1,077,100  to  more 
than  $2,400,000.     Child  abuse  and  neglect  case  filings  in  1991  and  1992  were  832  and  1,351 
respectively.    In  1993,  child  abuse  and  neglect  filings  increased  to  nearly  1,400.    With  the  extended 
cost  of  the  1993  cases  being  payable  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  the  continued  high  level  of  filings  in 
1994  and  1995,  coupled  with  the  hourly  legal  service  rate  increase  $35  to  $50,  it  is  projected  that 
the  fee  payments  for  this  program  will  be  $3,618,000  in  fiscal  year  1995,  $348,000  above  the 
program's  current  base.   This  is  not  a  discretionary  expenditure  since  legal  representation  is 
mandated  and  the  rates  of  compensation  are  set  by  statute. 
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Table  1 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FC) 


Programs 

Sufflng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
RevUed 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

01  Superior  Court  of  the 
District  of  Col 

U35.4 

UM.O 

U64.0 

1.277.0 

74.791 

77.390 

77.390 

82.573 

02  Superior  Court  Grant 
Projects 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

773 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Agenc; 

1.239.5 

1264.0 

1^64.0 

1277.0 

75J64 

77.390 

77.390 

82J73 

Appropriated  Funds 

1J3S.8 

M64.0 

IJ64.0 

U77.0 

73,054 

76,040 

76,040 

»0,973 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

225 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dislrlct  Funds 

3.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.285 

1.350 

1.350 

1.600 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

II 

0 

0 

0 

Public  Safety  related  increases:   +5  CFT  Pos.  -  +$565,000 

•  Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center  (PPRC) 

The  Social  Services  Division,  in  conjunction  with  the  D.C.  Board  of  Parole  and  the  Alcohol  and 
Drug  Abuse  Services  Administration  (ADASA)  of  the  D.C.  Department  of  Human  Services  has 
been  involved  in  a  $1.35  million  grant  to  establish  the  Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center 
(PPRC).   This  collaborative  inter-agency  program  is  now  in  its  third  and  last  year  of  grant  funding. 
PPRC  is  a  highly  structured,  non-residential,  community-based,  day  reporting  drug  treatment 
program  for  probation  and  parole  offenders,  located  at  401  New  York  Ave.,  N.E.    At  a  time  when 
treatment  programs  are  being  reduced,  this  program  serves  as  a  last  chance  for  many  offenders 
before  more  expensive  incarceration  is  incurred  by  the  District.   Therefore,  the  Court  is  requesting 
funding  to  insure  continuation  of  the  program,  which  is  currently  underwritten  by  a  federal  grant. 

The  PPRC  is  staffed  by  nine  probation  and  two  parole  officers  who  are  Certified  Addiction 
Counselors  (CAC).  Additional  professional  staff  include  career  service  employees  who  have  been 
detailed  from  other  D.C.  Government  agencies  to  provide  on-site  services  and  referrals,  as  well  as 
contract  service  employees,  volunteers,  student  interns,  and  community  liaison  personnel. 

The  PPRC  provides  the  court  and  community  with  a  vitally  important  treatment  option  for  the  at- 
risk  criminal/juvenile  offender  population.    Based  upon  program  data  generated  during  the  first  and 
second  years  of  operation,  the  PPRC  program  which  serves  to  divert  and  treat  a  maximum  of  330 
drug  offenders  per  year  saves  the  District  incarceration  costs  and  is  making  .significant  strides  in 
returning  the  diverted  individuals  to  productive  lives.    Currently,  297  clients  are  participating  in  all 
phases  of  the  program.    According  to  a  recent  study,  1,116  offenders  were  referred  to  the  program 
during  the  initial  16  months  of  operation  and  594  offenders  entered  formal  assessment, 
subsequently  receiving  treatment  services.    PPRC  has  also  become  a  critical  component  of  the 
Court's  Drug  Plea  Initiative  program  as  a  treatment  option  and  dispositional  alternative  for  the 
accelerated  felony  drug  calendar. 
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In  order  to  continue  this  program  after  termination  of  grant  support  (August  31,  1994),  the 
following  positions  and  funding  are  requested. 

a.  One  CS-12  Probation  Officer:    +1  CFT  Pos.  -  +$46,000 

b.  One  CS-8  Administrative  Staff  Assistant:    +1  CFT  Pos.  -  +$29,000 

c.  Two  CS-6  Probation  Assistants:    +2  CFT  Pos.  -  +$47,000 

d.  Facility  Expense:    $118,000 

•  Domestic  Violence  Intervention  Program 

As  an  additional  program  concern,  the  Court  must  address  the  staffing  needs  to  implement  the 
Council's  recently  passed  "Domestic  Violence  Prevention  Amendment  Act"  (D.C.  Code  Sec.  4-131, 
16-1001,  16-1031  to  1034,  and  25-581  Supp.  1991).    Responding  to  the  increasing  awareness  of  the 
severe  impact  to  families  and  children  created  by  domestic  violence,  the  new  legislation  authorizes 
police  officers  to  arrest  an  individual  if  an  officer  believes  there  is  probable  cause  that  a  person 
committed  an  intrafamily  offense  resulting  in  violence  or  the  threat  of  violence  and  to  conduct  this 
arrest  without  a  warrant  having  been  previously  issued.   This  statutory  change  has  resulted  in  a 
dramatic  increase  in  the  domestic  violence  caseload  for  the  Family  Division.   The  largest 
proportion  of  domestic  violence  case  activity  results  from  pro  se  requests  for  a  protection  order. 
The  Family  Division  estimates  that  almost  90  percent  of  the  civil  protection  order  and  temporary 
protection  order  requests  are  from  "pro  se"  litigants.   This  is  a  time  consuming  and  sensitive 
process.   The  Family  Division  was  not  provided  funds  or  staff  to  address  this  increase  in  caseload. 
In  1990,  the  Division  processed  2,088  CPO  requests  or  approximately  175  requests  per  month. 
Presently,  the  Division  is  projected  to  process  2,891  requests  in  1993  or  241  pro  se  civil  protection 
requests  per  month,  which  represents  a  38  percent  increase  in  case  activity  since  the  legislation  was 
enacted.   TTie  Division  requests  position  authorization  and  no  funding  for  one  Special  Domestic 
Processing  Clerk  to  assist  the  Coiut  in  processing  Domestic  Violence  Amendment  Act  cases. 

One  CS-8  Special  Domestic  Processing  Clerk  (Domestic  Violence  Amendment  Act):   +1  CFT  Pos. 
-  +$0 

To  provide  needed  assistance  to  address  the  operational  impacts  of  the  Domestic  Violence 
Amendment  Act,  the  Court  requests  authorization  of  this  position. 

•  Contractual  Services  for  Probationers 
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Screening  and  Diversion  Services 

Through  the  continuation  of  the  Screening  and  Diversion  of  Alleged  Juvenile  Delinquents 
Program,  a  select  number  of  youth  will  be  diverted  from  the  adjudicatory  phase  of  the  juvenile 
justice  system  by  screening  and  randomly  selecting  certain  offenders  for  referral  to 
comprehensive  diagnostic  and  treatment  services.    These  cases  are  petitioned  by  the 
Corporation  Counsel  and,  for  those  who  meet  certain  eligibility  criteria,  are   provided  an 
alternative  to  a  formal  court  proceeding. 

Presently,  a  consortium  of  youth-servicing  agencies  serves  1 1 5  youth  per  year  through  a 
contractual  relationship  with  the  Superior  Court.    The  consortium  comprised  of  five  private 
agencies  within  the  District  of  Columbia,  provides  diagnostic  and  assessment  services  for 
referred  youth.   These  assessment  services  are  augmented  by  an  intensive  treatment  program 
which  focuses  not  only  upon  the  needs  of  the  individual  youth,  but  places  emphasis  on 
working  with  the  family. 

The  Screening  and  Diversion  Program  has  been  operating,  under  the  auspices  of  the  Superior 
Court  since  1980  and  is  a  viable  alternative  for  youth.    Recidivism  rates  for  this  population 
have  been  consistently  lower  than  the  general  juvenile  probation  population  over  the  life  of  the 
project. 

To  operate  this  program  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and  to  obtain  additional  funding  for  this  critical 
program  which  has  not  been  granted  an  increase  in  over  five  years,  an  additional  $35,000  is 
requested.    Currently,  there  is  $226,000  in  the  Court's  budget  base  for  this  program.   This 
added  funding  will  enable  the  Court  to  continue  to  serve  1 1 5  clients. 

Youth  Services 

Many  youth  under  court  supervision  are  in  need  of  services  which  are  beyond  the  capabilities 
of  staff  to  render.   These  services  are  available  within  the  community  for  a  fee.   If  these  non- 
residential services  are  not  available  through  public  agencies  in  a  timely  manner,  it  is 
necessary  that  essential  services  be  purchased  from  the  private  sector.   The  purchase  of  these 
services  provide  diagnostic  and  treatment  support  to  meet  the  individual  needs  of  youth  and 
their  families,  and  tend  to  reduce  recidivism  and  subsequent  commitment  to  the  D.C. 
Department  of  Human  Services. 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  number  of  requests  for  specialized  services,  (i.e.,  child  abuse  cases, 
drug-involved  families,  pregnant  teenagers,  etc.)  increased,  and  we  are  seeing  more  young 
people  with  serious  offense  charges  entering  the  system.    In  addition,  the  youth  referred  to 
court  as  "People  in  Need  of  Supervision"  (PINS),  need  to  become  eligible  for  these  services  in 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  these  pre-adjudicated  young  people  and  their  families  are  in  serious 
need  of  immediate  assistance.    Purchase  of  needed  services  should  be  made  available  to  this 
group  of  between  170  and  200  youth  per  year. 
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This  program  has  been  successful  in  providing  services  to  youth  and  families  which  are 
beyond  Probation  staff  capabilities.   These  services  are  particularly  important  in  the  High 
Intensity  Treatment  Supervision  (HITS)  Program  and  the  Child  Abuse  Team.    Educational 
screening,  self-esteem  building,  and  pre-vocational  services  are  essential  components  of  the 
assessment  and  treatment  of  HITS  probationers.    Parent  support,  parenting  skills  building, 
respite  care,  and  self-esteem  building  are  crucial  in  addressing  the  needs  of  court  involved 
youth  and  families. 

While  the  average  annual  cost  of  contractual  services  has  increased  by  10  to  15  percent  over 
the  past  five  years,  the  appropriation  for  this  line  item  has  remained  fixed.    To  operate  within 
this  fiscal  limitation,  the  court  has  been  forced  to  reduce  the  level  of  services  to  "clients" 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Social  Services  Division. 

A  $90,000  increase  is  requested  in  order  to  provide  the  necessary  level  of  contractual  services 
to  youth  under  the  Court's  supervision  -  the  first  increase  in  over  five  years. 

Adult  Services 

Beginning  in  June  of  1991,  the  Court's  Social  Services  Division  was  awarded  block  grant 
funds  to  secure  valuable  contractual  services  for  adult  probationers.   The  block  grant  funding 
ends  in  September  1994. 

There  has  been  an  increasing  number  of  adult  probationers  in  need  of  diagnostic  and  treatment 
services.   These  services  include:    specialized  treatment  programs  such  as  short-term 
psychotherapy,  family  counseling,  job  readiness/placement  programs,  medical  evaluations,  self- 
esteem  building,  and  specialized  poly-substance  abuse  (short-term)  treatment  services. 
Extensive  District  budget  costs  have  reduced  referral  options  available  for  servicing  probation 
clients,  therefore,  a  purchase  of  services  program  for  adults  must  be  made  available  to  bridge 
this  gap. 

$200,000  is  requested  to  provided  contractual  services  to  a  minimum  of  two  hundred,  select 
adult  probationers. 
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Community  Access  to  Justice  -  +8  CFT  Pos.  -  +$264,000 

Multi-Door  Alternative  Dispute  Resolution  Program 

•  The  Superior  Court's  nationally  recognized  civil  delay  reduction  program  has  made  a  major  impact 
on  pending  civil  caseloads  and  processing  time  in  the  District.    When  the  Court  fully  implemented 
the  project  on  January  2,  1991,  there  were  17,541  pending  civil  cases  in  the  division.    In  just  21 
months  since  its  initiation,  this  pending  caseload  has  been  reduced  by  50  jjercent  to  just  8,727 
pending  civil  cases. 

In  addition,  there  has  been  dramatic  progress  in  the  pace  of  civil  case  disposition  in  the  District.    In 
1989,  prior  to  implementation  of  the  new  case  processing  structure,  only  46  percent  of  the  caseload 
was  disposed  in  less  than  one  year.   Only  72  percent  of  the  caseload  was  disposed  in  less  than  two 
years.   However,  with  the  development  of  this  new  program,  cases  are  being  resolved  much  faster. 
As  an  example,  of  the  approximately  8,500  new  civil  cases  filed  in  the  initial  six  months  of  1991, 
83  percent  were  disposed  in  less  than  one  year  and  87  percent  in  less  than  18  months.    While  the 
Court  is  pleased  with  this  success  and  the  benefits  that  are  provided  to  District  citizens  by  much 
quicker  resolution  of  their  civil  disputes,  the  delay  reduction  program  is  still  in  jeopardy  of  being 
severely  impacted  by  budgetary  reductions. 

The  program  is  dependent  on  a  successful  and  extensively  used  alternative  dispute  resolution 
component    With  almost  17,000  cases  filed  in  1992,  ABA  disposition  goals  can  not  be  achieved 
without  successful  settlement  of  a  large  portion  of  the  caseload  prior  to  the  need  for  extensive 
involvement  by  the  judiciary. 

As  a  result,  the  court  has  developed  an  alternative  dispute  resolution  program  that  is  recognized  as 
one  of  the  best  in  the  country  which  uses  three  different  forms  of  dispute  resolution:    arbitration, 
mediation,  and  neutral  case  evaluation.   The  program  relies  heavily  on  approximately  500  attorney 
volunteers  who  serve  as  arbitrators,  mediators,  and  case  evaluators. 

Prior  to  the  implementation  of  the  civil  delay  reduction  program,  the  multi-door  division  assisted 
with  fewer  than  1,000  civil  action  cases  annually.    Because  delay  reduction  programs  are  dependent 
on  successful  dispute  resolution  efforts,  the  court  integrated  this  concept  into  its  formal  case 
processing  system.   With  the  development  of  this  program,  the  division  now  analyzes  almost 
10,000  cases  annually  for  ADR  recommendation  and  schedules  approximately  6,500  cases  for  ADR 
events. 

Because  of  the  rapid  development  of  the  civil  delay  reduction  project,  the  administrative  component 
of  this  program  has  been  largely  staffed  by  full-time,  but  "non-funded"  employees  for  which  the 
court  is  now  requesting  permanent  authorization.    Without  it,  the  court  may  be  forced  to 
dramatically  .scale  back  this  program  which  would  have  disastrous  impacts  on  the  delay  reduction 
program  and  cause  the  court  to  risk  being  non-responsive  to  its  civil  rules.    In  addition,  the  Court 
is  considering  implementing  new  arbitration  rules  which  will  fully  use  this  important  dispute 
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resolution  technique  and  assist  in  providing  even  greater  opponunities  for  speedier  resolution  of  the 
civil  caseload. 

Multi-Door  Division 

a.  One  CS-12  Mediation  Training  Officer:   +1  CFT  Pes.  -  +$0 

The  Mediation  Training  Officer  is  responsible  for  the  recruitment,  selection,  training,  and 
evaluation  programs  for  small  claims,  collections  and  family  mediators.   The  incumbent 
ensures  that  enough  well-trained  volunteers  are  available  to  maintain  services  in  three  of  the 
Division's  programs.    Following  training,  the  Mediation  Training  Officer  is  responsible  for  the 
on-going  quality  control  of  mediation  services  provided  by  volunteers.    It  would  be  impossible 
to  provide  mediation  services  for  small  claims,  collections  and  family  cases  if  this  position 
were  eliminated. 

Presently,  a  temporary  employee  has  been  performing  these  functions.    Permanent 
authorization  is  requested  to  insure  that  the  training  component  to  the  delay  reduction  program 
can  be  maintained. 

b.  One  CS-11  Arbitration  Program  Officer:   +1  CFT  Pos.  -  +$0 

This  Arbitration  Program  Officer  is  responsible  for  all  aspects  of  case  management  for  the 
1,500  civil  action  cases  referred  to  arbitration  as  a  result  of  the  delay  reduction  program.    It 
also  coordinates  the  efforts  of  the  1 50  volunteer  attorney-arbitrators  who  assist  in  resolving 
these  cases.    In  addition,  the  position  is  responsible  for  the  volunteer  and  case  management  for 
the  tax  assessment  mediation  program  and  probate  mediation  program.   The  arbitration 
program  has  settled  almost  70  percent  of  the  cases  transferred.    Presently,  a  temporary 
employee  has  been  performing  these  functions.    Permanent  authorization  is  requested  to  insure 
the  arbitration  component  to  the  delay  reduction  program  can  be  maintained  and  the  new 
arbitration  rules  can  be  fully  implemented. 

c.  One  CS-9  Civil  ADR  Coordinator:    +1  CFT  Pos.  -  +$0 

This  Civil  ADR  Coordinator  is  responsible  for  managing  mediation  and  neutral  case  evaluation 
hearing  intake  operations.   This  position  also  assists  in  managing  and  monitoring 
approximately  4,000  cases  annually  assigned  to  these  forms  of  dispute  resolution  and  assists 
with  management  responsibilities  for  the  200  attorney  mediator  and  neutral  case  evaluator 
volunteers.    A  temporary  "non-funded"  employee  has  been  performing  these  functions. 
Permanent  authorization  is  requested  to  insure  that  these  delay  reduction  program 
responsibilities  can  be  performed. 

Interpreter  Services 

•  Many  firom  the  public  attempt  to  access  Court  programs  and  procedures,  but  do  not  speak  English. 


832 

Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia—Court's  Request 

In  1992,  there  were  4,706  requests  for  interpreters.    Many  of  these  requests  were  made  on 
weekends  at  arraignment  court,  a  time  that  is  not  covered  by  court  interpreters  staff.    The  Court  has 
been  covering  "weekend"  requests  for  interpreters  by  calling  contract  interpreters  from  an  "on-call" 
list  as  needed.     Contacting  interpreters  on  an  on-call  basis  is  becoming  less  and  less  efficient  as 
the  demand  for  service  increases.    It  is  also  a  very  time  consuming  process.    On  occasion  a  request 
may  go  unanswered,  thus  delaying  the  arraignment  process.   Therefore,  to  address  the  high  demand 
for  Spanish  language  interpretation  and  to  give  the  court  the  ability  to  establish  a  Tuesday-Saturday 
shift,  a  Spanish  Language  Interpreter  is  requested. 

One  CS-11  Spanish  Language  Interpreter:   -i-l  CFT  Pos.  -  -(■$29,000 


i 
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Data  Processing 

The  Superior  Court,  in  order  to  be  more  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  public,  must  increase  its 
data  processing  staff.   The  staff  will  be  utilized  to  implement  and  adapt  personal  computer 
applications  needed  to  process  workloads  and  respond  to  public  inquiries.   An  additional  Computer 
Operator  is  needed  to  effectively  maximize  the  use  of  the  Court's  mainframe  and  facilitate  the 
timely  processing  of  the  workloads  affecting  the  public,  such  as,  support  payments  and  jury  service. 

Position  authorization  is  requested  for  the  following  three  positions  without  funding. 

a.  Two  CS- 12  Personal  Computer  Specialists:   +2  CFT  Pos.  - +$0 

TTie  Court  needs  to  develop  applications  which  require   knowledge  of  personal  computer 
programming  and  networking  protocols.   These  positions  will  enable  the  court  to  develop  and 
maintain  an  integrated  Family  Court  system,  management  reports  for  the  Chief  Judge  and  coiut 
administrators  and  automation  of  the  CJA  and  CCAN  voucher  payment  process. 

b.  One  CS-9  Computer  Operator:   +1  CFT  Pos.  -  +$0 

To  inaximize  the  availability  of  the  Court's  automated  systems,  the  downloading  of  data  and 
running  of  special  jobs  must  be  performed  over-night  and  at  very  low  system  usage  hours.    An 
additional  third  shift  is  required  to  meet  the  growing  demands.   Therefore,  an  additional 
computer  operator  position  is  required  in  order  to  have  two  operators  per  shift,  which 
represents  a  minimum  requirement 

Probate  Case  Processing 

Presently,  the  Probate  Division  is  staffing  its  courtroom  requirements  with  personnel  from  the  Civil 
and  Family  Divisions.  Reassignments  of  courtroom  staff  from  other  areas  of  the  Court  provide  the 
minimum  in  coverage  but  do  not  allow  time  and  staff  continuity  for  training 
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specifically  for  "probate"  matters.    It  is  imperative  that  the  Court  provide  permanent  staffing  within 
the  Probate  Division  so  that  the  expertise  and  professionalism  necessary  for  efficient  case 
processing  of  Probate  matters  can  be  realized.    Therefore,  authorization  without  funding  is 
requested. 

One  CS-9  Courtroom  Clerk:   +1  CFT  -  +$0 

Computer  Software/Contract  Support 

•  The  Court  has  28  authorized  positions  in  its  Data  Processing  Division.    Of  these  positions,  13  are 
computer  specialist/programmers.    The  number  of  projects  that  are  currently  planned  far  exceeds 
the  ability  and  availability  of  such  a  small  staff. 

In  order  for  the  planned  projects  to  be  completed  in  a  timely  manner,  the  Court  must  invest  in 
software  products  which  are  available  to  improve  its  programming  staff's  productivity. 

Further,  the  task  of  recruiting  and  retaining  good  data  processing  professionals  has  become  more 
difficult.   The  vacancy  rate  for  positions  in  the  Data  Processing  Division  has  been  running  around 
ten  percent.    In  order  to  meet  project  milestones  and  avoid  further  over  burdening  of  existing  staff, 
a  solution  to  the  staffing  problem  must  be  found.   The  use  of  outside  technical  support  at  the  time 
they  are  required  is  such  an  alternative.    Expanded  funding  for  this  purpose  would  greatly  enhance 
the  ability  of  our  data  processing  staff  to  meet  its  many  project  milestones,  including  automation  of 
the  CJA  and  CCAN  voucher  payment  process  and  development  of  an  integrated  family  case 
processing  system. 

An  addition  of  $235,000  to  the  Court's  budget  base  would  provide  the  level  of  support  needed  for 
data  processing's  software  and  contractual/consultant  support  requirements. 

Non-recurring  -  $1,742,000 

Included  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation  was  $1,742,000  to  upgrade  the  Court's  computer 
center.  This  funding  was  provided  from  the  District's  Starplex  account.  It  was  intended  to  be  a 
single  year  provision. 
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Table  II 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (XC) 


Eipendilure  T;p« 

Suffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                     | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revis»l 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

1.201.6 

U55.0 

1 256.0 

1269.0 

46.307 

48.969 

48.969 

53.137 

Other  Pay 

34.2 

8.0 

8.0 

8.0 

1.374 

775 

775 

775 

Additional  Cross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

352 

284 

284 

284 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

6.679 

5.890 

5.890 

7.371 

Total  Personal  Services 

1235.8 

1 264.0 

U64.0 

1277.0 

54.712 

55.918 

55.918 

61.567 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

726 

755 

7J5 

755 

Energy 

13 

0 

0 

0 

CoRimunicallons 

960 

882 

882 

882 

Building  Rent 

278 

325 

325 

443 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

14.821 

15.047 

15.046 

15.754 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

1.544 

3,113 

3,114 

1.572 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

18.342 

20.122 

20.122 

19,406 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

IJ35.8 

UM.O 

1 264.0 

1277.0 

73.054 

76.040 

76,040 

80,973 

Public  Safety  and  Justice  -  68 
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Remarks  of  Superior  Court  Chief  Judge 

Judge  Hamilton.  All  right,  sir.  I  won't  go  over  my  prepared 
statement,  which  has  been  submitted  for  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me,  first  of  all,  say  good  morning  to  everyone  who  is  here, 
I  don't  know  whether  I  have  done  that  before,  and  express  my 
thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  and  to  address  this  very  im- 
portant committee  about  the  very  important  judicial  work  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Let  me  say  at  this  point  I  certainly  endorse  everything  that  Act- 
ing Chief  Judge  Ferren  has  said  this  morning.  However,  he  is  talk- 
ing about  the  future,  and  I  am  talking  about  the  present,  and  I 
want  to  point  out  that  I  think  that  the  court  system  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  is  the  very  glue  that  holds  this  great  capital  city  to- 
gether, and  as  Acting  Chief  Judge  Ferren  has  pointed  out,  the 
budget,  entire  budget  of  the  courts  only  represents  less  than  3  per- 
cent of  the  entire  budget  of  the  city,  as  it  has  been  reviewed  here 
this  morning. 

In  the  court,  every  problem  in  the  city  with  respect  to  people  who 
live  or  work  or  visit  the  city  comes  to  a  head  at  some  time  or  an- 
other down  in  the  courts,  from  adoptions  and  marriages  to  divorce 
and  homicides.  And  we  have  been  referred  to  as  a  city  within  a 
city. 

caseload 

And  just  look  at  the  paper  this  morning.  We  had  two  fine  judges, 
Judges  Taylor  and  King,  who  were  able  to  move  to  conclusion  rap- 
idly and  quickly  of  a  tremendous  family  dispute  that  had  broken 
out  among  two  people  here  in  the  city,  and  that  matter  was  dis- 
posed of  very  expeditiously  so  as  to  maintain  as  much  as  possible 
family  harmony  and  family  property  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the 
citizens  in  this  area  who  might  be  dependent  for  their  economic 
welfare  on  the  continued  thriving  of  the  various  business  enter- 
prises that  are  involved  in  that  great  family  dispute.  It  is  also  a 
great  benefit  to  the  court  so  that  the  court  did  not  have  to  spend 
time  otherwise  to  dispose  of  that  matter. 

Then  if  you  turn  to  the  Metro  section,  you  see  that  another  great 
judge  of  our  court,  Judge  Dixon,  who  just  finished  the  longest 
homicide  trial  that  ever  took  place  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
which  started  in  September  of  last  year  and  ended  April  of  this 
year,  is  now  struggling  with  the  Benning  Park  swimming  pool  case 
where  six  children  were  shot,  and  that  case  is  presenting  unique 
and  serious  witness  problems  which  relate  and  are  sjrmptomatic  of 
prosecutions  in  the  court  today. 

Now,  I  say  all  that  to  say  this.  I  have  in  the  Superior  Court  two 
juvenile  calendars.  One  of  those  calendars  is  carr3dng  508  cases, 
and  that  is  one  of  the  calendars  that  Judge  Dixon  is  trying  this 
case  on  involving  the  Benning  Park  swimming  pool.  The  other  juve- 
nile case  has  594  cases  on  it.  Those  are  entirely  too  many  cases  to 
be  carried  on  a  juvenile  calendar.  I  need  another  juvenile  judge  to 
separate  100  of  those  cases  from  each  one  of  those  calendars  and 
create  another  juvenile  calendar. 

I  have  two  neglect  calendars  in  the  court.  One  carrying  361 
cases;  one  carrying  338  cases.  Each  of  those  calendars  is  carrying 


837 

too  many  cases.  I  need  another  neglect  calendar,  so  that  is  a  second 
judge  I  have, 

I  have  a  total  of  75  calendars  running  every  day  involving  59 
judges  and  about  16  commissioners,  and  in  order  to  carry  two 
criminal  calendars,  regular  active  criminal  calendars,  I  have  got 
two  active  judges— Judges  Moore  and  Mclntyre — serving  full-time, 
senior  judges,  serving  full-time  in  the  criminal  division. 

Now,  that  is  asking  those  senior  judges  to  do  too  much.  They 
should  not  be  overutilized  like  that.  I  mean,  you  just  can't 
overutilize  senior  judges  to  that  extent.  So  those  two  calendars 
should  be  replaced  with  two  active  judges.  So  that  is  two  more 
judges  that  I  need  urgently  at  this  time,  and  that  is  what  I  mesin 
when  I  say  I  am  talking  about  the  present. 

Acting  Chief  Judge  Ferren  is  talking  about  the  future  because 
there  are  four  judges  for  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia which  is  contained  in  the  legislation  which  is  pending  in 
the  Congress  at  this  time,  and  that  legislation  which  contains  those 
two  judges  should  be  moved  through  as  expeditiously  as  possible 
because  I  desperately  need  those  additional  judicial  resources. 

COURTROOM  SPACE 

In  addition,  I  am  out  of  courtroom  space.  I  need  additional  space 
for  six  courtrooms.  We  have  witnesses  and  victims,  we  have  people 
coming  to  enter  family  court  on  the  John  Marshall  level,  people 
who  have  assaulted  their  wives  and  mothers  and  brothers  the 
night  before  and  they  are  standing  in  the  hallway  next  to  each 
other,  all  waiting  to  go  into  the  courtroom,  enter  the  courtroom  at 
the  same  time.  So  we  need — we  are  in  desperate  need  of  additional 
judicial  resources,  and  I  just  can't  emphasize  that  enough,  and  cer- 
tainly we  ought  to  be  given  serious  and  immediate  consideration  in 
terms  of  resources,  additional  resources  to  be  able  to  meet  these 
needs  that  we  have  in  the  city. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you.  Judge  Hamilton. 

D.C.  Court  System  (See  Pp.  843  and  845) 

We  will  get  to  a  dialogue  on  some  of  this  in  just  a  minute,  but 
next  I  want  to  call  on  the  Executive  Officer  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Court  System,  Ulysses  Hammond. 

Mr.  Hammond,  as  I  understand  now,  you  and  the  Mayor  and 
Council  are  together  on  your  budget — they  are  not? 

Mr.  Hammond.  No,  we  are  not. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  Mayor  and  the  City  Council  are  proposing  a  total 
of  $33,383,000,  and  108  positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  an 
increase  of  $3  million  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  appropriation 
level  and  no  change  in  the  number  of  positions.  The  court,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  proposing  $35,124,000  and  108  positions,  an  increase 
of  $4,741,000  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  appropriation  level,  and 
$1,741,000  above  the  city's  recommended  appreciation  and  no 
change  in  the  number  of  positions. 
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With  that,  we  will  receive  your  prepared  statement,  put  it  into 
the  record,  and  if  you  would  just  like  to  summarize  it,  Ulysses,  that 
will  be  fine. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 


\ 
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STATEMENT  OF  ULYSSES  B.  HAMMOND 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  COURTS 

ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  COURT  SYSTEM'S  BUDGET 

FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

MAY  18,  1994 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee:  I  am  pleased  to 
appear  before  you  today  to  address  the  budget  request  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Court  System  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  "District  of  Columbia  Court  Reform  and  Criminal  Procedure  Act 
of  1970",  assigns  responsibility  for  the  administrative  management 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  System  to  the  Executive  Officer. 
In  keeping  with  the  policies  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial 
Administration,  the  Executive  Officer  oversees  the  administration 
of  the  courts. 

The  Court  System  consists  of  the  Executive  Officer  and  immediate 
staff,  as  well  as  the  Fiscal  Office  of  the  D.C.  Courts,  the  Offices 
of  Personnel,  Administrative  Services,  Data  Processing,  Research 
and  Development,  Social  Services,  and  Court  Reporting  and 
Recording. 

Some  of  the  primary  areas  of  responsibility  under  the  purview  of 
the  Executive  Office  is  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  Program,  Court 
Security,  Court  Reporting  and  Central  Recording,  plant  maintenance 
and  capital  improvements. 

To  maintain  existing  operations,  the  Court  System  seeks  a  fiscal 
year  1995  operating  budget  of  $35,124,000,  an  increase  from  fiscal 
year  1994  of  $4,741,000.  The  increase  is  a  result  of  mandatory 
costs,  such  as  within-grades,  health  benefits;  pay  adjustments, 
court  security,  payments  to  attorneys  who  are  appointed  to 
represent  indigent  defendants,  and  building  maintenance. 

The  Criminal  Justice  Act  Program 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  (CJA)  of  1974,  the 
courts  are  required  to  provide  and  finance  legal  representation  for 
adult  indigent  defendants  in  criminal  cases  and  for  all  indigent 
juveniles  charged  as  delinquent  or  in  need  of  supervision. 
Although  the  Public  Defender  Service  provides  some  indigent 
services,  the  majority  of  the  appointments  are  to  private  attorneys 
serving  under  the  CJA  program.  Expenses  that  must  be  covered,  in 
addition  to  legal  representation,  include  investigations, 
acquisition  of  transcripts,  as  well  as  expert  services  and  other 
services  necessary  for  an  adequate  defense. 
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Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  of  1974, 
Public  Law  93-412,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration 
adopted  a  Plan  for  providing  representation  to  persons,  otherwise 
financially  unable  to  obtain  adequate  representation.  Appointments 
under  the  Plan  are  made  based  upon  the  experience  and 
qualifications  of  the  attorney. 

In  every  criminal  case  in  which  a  person  is  charged  with  a  felony 
or  misdemeanor,  or  other  offense  involving  possible  incarceration, 
or  with  juvenile  delinquency  or  in  need  of  supervision,  or  with  a 
violation  of  probation,  and  that  person  appears  without  counsel, 
the  court  advises  the  person  of  the  right  to  be  represented  by 
counsel,  and  an  attorney  is  appointed  to  represent  the  defendant  if 
desired  and  if  the  defendant  is  unable  to  obtain  an  attorney. 

The  greatest  portion  of  the  Court  System's  budget  request, 
$3.892.000.  is  needed  to  finance  appointments  under  the  Criminal 
Justice  Act.  Since  1980,  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  Program  has 
operated  on  a  cash  basis.  Annual  payments  made  during  fiscal  years 
1978,  1979,  and  1980  averaged  approximately  $3,500,000.  Payment 
levels  for  fiscal  year  1981  through  1993  have  risen  steadily  from 
$4,188,500  to  $20,158,800.  The  cost  of  the  program  will  increase 
even  more  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  due  primarily  to  the  hourly 
legal  service  rate  increase.  The  Omnibus  Budget  Support  Act  of 
1993  increased  the  hourly  rate  of  pay  from  $35  to  $50.  This  is  not 
a  discretionary  cost.  As  previously  stated,  the  District  of 
Columbia  Code  requires  that  representation  be  provided  for  indigent 
defendants  and  the  rates  of  payment  are  established  by  statute. 
Insufficient  funding  in  fiscal  year  1995  will  result  in  payments  to 
attorneys  being  delayed  and  deferred  until  fiscal  year  1996. 

Security 

The  crime  and  violence  problem  plaguing  the  District  is  no  stranger 
to  the  courts.  Maintaining  adequate  levels  of  security  in  Court 
facilities  for  those  who  use  and  work  in  the  courts  is  a  serious 
concern.  Since  1990,  significant  steps  have  been  taken  to  improve 
security  at  the  courts.  Security  is  provided  by  two  methods,  both 
of  which  are  under  the  control  of  the  U.S.  Marshal  Service.  The 
in-court  and  prisoner  transport  services  are  provided  directly  by 
the  Marshals.  Court  security  officers  monitor  all  public  areas  of 
court  facilities  under  contract  with  the  Marshal  Service. 

We  have  been  fortunate  not  to  have  any  major  incidents  at  the 
courts.  However,  there  has  been  a  notable  increase  in  the  number 
of  threats  to  judicial  staff,  some  assaults  in  court  offices  and 
several  break-ins  of  judges  chambers  and  administrative  offices. 
Further,  protecting  and  insuring  the  safety  of  witnesses  in  court 
proceedings  is  a  continuous  challenge.  The  Council  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  recognizing  the  enormity  of  this  problem,  enacted  last 
Council  Period,  Public  Law  9-368,  the  "Law  Enforcement  Witness 
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Protection  Amendment  Act  of  1993".  In  1993,  4,459  weapons  and 
2,64  3  articles  of  contraband  were  confiscated. 

In  addition  to  providing  security  services  to  the  main  Court 
buildings,  security  is  provided  for  the  Citizens  Complaint  Center 
and  the  probation  services  offices  located  throughout  the  District. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  contract  for  security  services  is 
$2,380,000.  The  fiscal  year  1995  contract  is  expected  to  increase 
by  approximately  three  percent,  therefore  $196,000  is  required. 

Personal  Services 

In  the  area  of  personal  services,  it  is  anticipated  that  in  fiscal 
year  1995  an  increase  of  $11,000  will  be  needed  for  the  cost  of 
health  benefits  for  Court  System  employees. 

A  within-grade  funding  request  for  $68,000  is  necessary  to  cover 
within-grade  advancements  which  are  required  by  law  for  all 
eligible  employees  in  fiscal  year  1995.  To  bring  the  compensation 
rate  of  Court  System  employees  comparable  with  those  paid  to 
federal  and  District  government  employees  occupying  similar 
positions,  in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial 
Administration  approved  a  3 . 5  percent  rate  increase  for  Court  non- 
judicial employees.  Funding  for  this  pay  adjustment  was  not 
provided  in  the  Court  System's  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation. 
Therefore,  I  am  requesting  $159,000  for  fiscal  year  1995  to  fund 
this  pay  adjustment.  In  addition,  an  increase  of  $167,000  is 
requested  to  provide  the  Court  System's  non- judicial  employees  a 
five  percent  pay  adjustment,  effective  January,  1995. 

Plant  Maintenance 

Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  courts  assumed  responsibility 
for  janitorial  services,  pest  control,  window  washing,  trash 
collection  and  removal,  and  landscaping  for  the  H.  Carl  Moultrie  I 
Courthouse  and  Buildings  A,  B,  and  D  of  the  D.C.  Court  System. 
Contractual  staff  are  used  to  provide  these  services  for  the  main 
courthouse  while  former  Department  of  Administrative  Services  (DAS) 
employees  perform  these  functions  for  the  satellite  buildings. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  eleven  custodian  positions  and  $1,025,000  were 
transferred  to  the  Court  System.  Prior  to  the  transfer,  DAS 
requested  that  the  courts  assume  a  larger  financial  share  of  the 
costs,  not  to  improve  quality  or  expand  service,  but  to  insure  that 
a  "standard  level  of  service"  was  provided.  Landscaping,  a  basic 
service  responsibility  of  DAS  had  been  completely  eliminated.  The 
courts  always  honored  the  requests  for  support,  but  standard 
services  continued  to  deteriorate. 

The  $1,025,000  transferred  is  actually  significantly  less  than  that 
recommended  by  DAS  to  increase  these  basic  cleaning  and  landscaping 
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requirements  to  "standard  level  of  services."  By  using  Court 
administrative  staff  for  management,  the  courts  are  more 
efficiently  administering  these  services,  saving  overhead  costs 
associated  with  management  of  the  program,  and  insuring  proper 
facility  maintenance.  DAS  advised  that  the  actual  costs  expended 
during  fiscal  year  1993  to  maintain  the  courts'  facilities  was 
$1,025,000.  DAS  recommended  that  to  provide  the  necessary  services 
required  to  maintain  the  court  facilities  in  an  acceptable  status, 
the  courts  should  request  an  additional  $578,200  above  $1,025,000. 
We  do  not  believe  such  an  appropriation  is  necessary.  Instead,  we 
request  only  25  percent  of  this  amount,  or  a  $150,000  increase. 

Capital  Authority 

The  Executive  Officer,  with  the  assistance  of  the  District's 
Department  of  Pubic  Works,  is  responsible  for  managing  the  capital 
improvements  plan  for  the  courts.  In  recent  years,  the  air 
conditioning  and  heating  system  of  the  Moultrie  Courthouse  and 
other  court  buildings  has  been  most  inadequate.  Therefore,  the 
Court  is  seeking  additional  authority  in  the  fiscal  year  1995 
Capital  Budget  to  address  this  major  environmental  deficiency  that 
is  adversely  affecting  the  daily  operations  of  the  D.C.  Courts. 

Conclusion 

The  District's  financial  crisis  impacts  all  branches  of  the 
government.  The  courts,  like  the  executive  and  legislature,  are 
struggling  with  tough  management  issues  of  how  to  make  the  most  of 
dwindling  resources.  However,  we  are  also  faced  with  the  statutory 
obligation  of  maintaining  the  courts  at  a  level  that  will  provide 
appropriate  services  to  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  courts'  ability  to  provide  these  services  effectively  and 
efficiently  will  be  seriously  impaired  without  adequate  funding. 
Therefore,  I  urge  this  Subcommittee  to  act  favorably  upon  the  Court 
System's  budget  request. 
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District  of  Columbia  Court  System--District's  Recommendation 

Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  System  is  to  provide  administrative  and  financial 
management  support  to  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  D.C.  Court  of 
Appeals. 

Agency  Description 

The  D.  C.  Court  System  is  headed  by  the  Executive  Officer  who,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Judicial  Administration  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  is  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts  including  recruitment,  compensation,  training,  and 
general  personnel  policies;  accounting  and  auditing;  procurement  and  disbursement;  submission  of 
annual  budget  requests;  development  and  coordination  of  statistical  and  management  information 
systems  and  reports  supporting  the  annual  report  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  System;  liaison 
with  court  systems  of  other  jiuisdictions;  preparation  and  publication  of  the  annual  report; 
consideration  and  evaluation  of  the  business  of  the  courts  and  determination  of  means  of  improving 
the  administration  of  justice  within  the  court  system.   The  Court  System  provides  and  administers  the 
court  reporting  resources  of  the  trial  court  and  oversees  the  financial  aspects  of  the  Criminal  Justice 
Act  program. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $33,383,000  and  108.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $3,400,000  and  no  change  in  PTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $29,983,000  and  108.0  FTEs,  a 
decrease  of  $400,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  A  reduction  of  $400,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges  in  FY  1994. 

■  An  increase  of  $3,000,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges  in  FY  1995  to  support  the  costs  of 
Criminal  Justice  Act  program  attorney  fees. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

The  financial  situation  of  the  District  warrants  the  most  efficient  management  possible.    It  is  hoped 
that  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  System  will  implement  strategies  to  utilize  these  funds 
effectively. 
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District  of  Columbia  Court  System— District's  Recommendation 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FN) 


Programs 

SUfflng  (FTE  Positions)                  1 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FV93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

01  D.C.  Court  System 

956 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24.839 

30.383 

29,983 

33,383 

Total  Agenc; 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24.839 

30,383 

29.983 

33,383 

Appropriated  Funds 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24,839 

30483 

29,983 

33383 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrict  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Table  II 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FN) 


Expenditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

92.7 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

3,836 

4,355 

4,355 

4.355 

Other  Pay 

3.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

55 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

20 

3 

3 

3 

Fringe  Benents 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

557 

593 

593 

593 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

4.468 

4,951 

4,951 

4,951 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

10 

37 

37 

37 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

20,266 

25,301 

24,901 

28,301 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

95 

94 

94 

94 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

20,371 

25,432 

25.032 

28,432 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24,839 

30,383 

29.983 

33,383 
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District  of  Columbia  Court  System--FY  1995  Budget  Request 

Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  System  is  to  perform  the  administrative  functions  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Courts,  pursuant  to  Title  11  of  the  D.C.  Code. 

Description 

The  D.C.  Court  System  is  headed  by  the  Executive  Officer,  who  is  responsible  for  the  administration 

of  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts,  including: 

1.  General  personnel  policies,  including  those  of  recruitment,  removal,  compensation  and  training; 

2.  Accounting  and  auditing; 

3.  Procurement  and  disbursement; 

4.  Submission  of  annual  budget  requests; 

5.  Development  and  coordination  of  statistical  and  management  information  systems  and  reports 
supporting  the  annual  report  of  the  District  of  Columbia  court  system; 

6.  Liaison  with  court  systems  of  other  jurisdictions,  public  and  intergovernmental  relations; 

7.  Preparation  and  publication  of  the  annual  report; 

8.  Consideration  and  evaluation  of  the  business  of  the  courts  and  determination  of  means  of 
improving  the  administration  of  justice  within  the  court  system; 

9.  Recommendation  to  Congress  for  changes  in  the  organization,  jurisdiction,  operation  and 
procedures  of  the  courts  which  are  appropriate  for  legislative  action. 

In  addition,  the  Court  System  provides  and  administers  the  court  reporting  and  recording  resources  of 
the  courts  and  oversees  the  financial  aspects  of  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  Program. 

Budget  Summary 

The  total  budget  in  FY  1995  is  $35,124,000  and  108  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions.   The 

adjustments  are  described  in  detail  as  follows: 
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Mandatory  programs  and  inflationary  cost  increases:  +$4,741,000.  In  order  to  maintain  our  fiscal 
year  1994  level  of  staffing  and  also  meet  anticipated  expenses  associated  with  currently  mandated 
programs  and  existing  services,  the  following  increases  are  required. 

•       A  within-grade  funding  request  for  $68,000  is  necessary  to  cover  within-grade  advancements 
which  are  required  by  law  to  be  given  to  all  eligible  employees  during  fiscal  year  1995. 

The  employer's  cost  of  employee  health  benefits  has  drastically  increased  in  the  past  several 
years.    It  is  anticipated  that  this  trend  will  continue  into  fiscal  year  1995.    Therefore,  an  increase 
of  $1 1,000  is  needed  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  fund  this  mandatory  contribution. 

Title  1 1-1726  of  the  D.C.  Code  prescribes  the  manner  in  which  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts 
are  to  establish  the  compensation  rates  for  non-judicial  employees.    One  of  the  standards  is  to 
fix  rates  which  are  comparable  to  those  paid  to  federal  and  District  government  employees 
occupying  the  same  or  similar  positions  or  occupying  positions  of  similar  responsibility,  duty 
and  difficulty.    The  District  government  approved  a  five  percent  pay  increase  for  non-union 
employees,  except  the  D.C.  Court  employees. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Joint  Committee  on  Judicial  Administration  approved  a  3.5  percent  rate 
increase  for  Court  non-judicial  employees.   Funding  for  this  pay  adjustment  was  not  provided  in 
the  Court  System's  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation.   $159,000  is  requested  in  fiscal  year  1995  to 
fund  this  pay  adjustment 

In  addition,  an  increase  of  $167,000  is  also  requested  in  order  to  provide  the  Court  System's 
non-judicial  employees  a  five  percent  pay  adjustment,  effective  January  1995. 

Beginning  with  fiscal  year  1980,  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  Program  has  operated  on  a  cash  basis. 
The  annual  payments  made  during  fiscal  years  1978,  1979,  and  1980  averaged  approximately 
$3,500,000.   Payment  levels  for  fiscal  years  1981  through  1993  have  risen  steadily  from 
$4,188,500  to  $20,158,800.   The  Courts  anticipate  that  the  dramatic  escalation  of  program 
payments  will  continue  during  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  due  primarily  to  the  houriy  legal 
service  rate  increase,  pursuant  to  the  Omnibus  Budget  Support  Act  of  1993  from  $35  to  $50. 
With  the  base  level  of  funding  for  the  program  in  fiscal  year  1994  set  at  $22,036,000  and  an 
expected  $25,928,000  in  claims  in  FY  1995,  an  increase  of  $3,892,000  is  needed.   The  transcript 
fee  rates  were  recendy  revised  and  an  additional  $98,000  is  requested  for  the  Criminal  Justice 
Act  program  to  provide  for  this  increase.   These  are  not  discretionary  expenditures  since  legal 
representation  of  indigent  defendants  is  constitutionally  mandated  and  the  rates  to  be  paid  are 
statutory. 

•      Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1990,  the  District  of  Columbia  Courts  assumed  responsibility  for 
managing  its  security  requirements  resulting  in  immediate  improvements.    In  fiscal  year  1994, 
the  contract  for  these  services  is  $2,380,000.   The  fiscal  year  1995  contract  is  expected  to 
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itely  three  percent,  therefore,  $196,000  is  required  to  augment  the  budget 


increase  by  approxima 
base  of  $2,256,000. 

Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Courts  assumed  responsibility  for  janitorial  services,  pest 
control,  window  washing,  trash  collection  and  removal,  and  landscaping  for  the  H.  Carl  Moultrie 
I  Courthouse  and  Buildings  A,  B,  and  D  of  the  D.C.  Court  System.   Contractual  staff  are  used  to 
provide  these  services  for  the  main  courthouse  while  former  Department  of  Administrative 
Services  (DAS)  employees  perform  these  functions  for  the  satellite  buildings. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  eleven  custodian  positions  and  $1,025,000  were  transferred  to  the  Court 
System.    Prior  to  the  transfer,  DAS  requested  that  the  Courts  assume  a  larger  financial  share  of 
the  costs,  not  to  improve  quality  or  expand  service,  but  to  insure  that  a  "standard  level  of 
service"  is  provided.    Landscaping,  a  basic  service  responsibility  of  DAS  had  been  completely 
eliminated.   The  Courts  always  honored  the  requests  for  support,  but  standard  services  continued 
to  deteriorate. 

The  $1,025,000  transferred  is  actually  significantly  less  than  that  recommended  by  DAS  to 
increase  these  basic  cleaning  and  landscaping  requirements  to  "standard  level  of  services."    By 
using  Court  administrative  staff  to  manage  the  services,  the  Courts  are  more  efficiently 
administering  these  services,  saving  overhead  costs  associated  with  the  management  of  the 
program,  and  insuring  proper  facility  maintenance.    Based  on  discussions  with  DAS,  the  actual 
costs  expended  during  fiscal  year  1993  to  maintain  the  Courts'  facilities  was  $1,025,000.    DAS 
recommended  that  to  provide  the  necessary  services  required  to  maintain  the  court  facilities  in 
an  acceptable  status,  the  Courts  should  request  an  additional  $578,200  above  $1,025,000. 

We  do  not  believe  such  an  appropriation  will  be  necessary.   Instead,  we  request  only  25  percent 
of  this  amount,  or  a  $150,000  increase. 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FN) 


ProRrams 

Sumng  (FTE  Positions)                 j 

Funding  (SOOO) 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FV95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

01  D.C.  Court  Syse«n 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24.839 

30.383 

30.383 

35.124 

ToUl  Agency 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24.839 

30.383 

30.383 

35.124 

Appropriated  Funds 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24,839 

30383 

30,383 

35,124 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

intra- District  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

no 

0.0 

0.0 

on 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Table  II 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FN) 


Eipcnditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  (SOOO)                                     | 

FV93 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY« 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services                                                                                                 1 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

92.7 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

3,836 

4.355 

4.355 

4.714 

Other  Paj 

3.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

55 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Cross  Pa; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

20 

3 

3 

3 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

557 

593 

593 

639 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

95  6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

4.468 

4.951 

4.951 

5.356 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

10 

37 

37 

37 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

20,266 

25.301 

25.301 

29.637 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

95 

94 

94 

94 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

20.371 

25.432 

25.432 

29.768 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

95.6 

108.0 

108.0 

108.0 

24.839 

30,383 

30.383 

35.124 
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Opening  Remarks  of  Executive  Officer 

Mr.  Hammond.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Once  agEiin,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  and  this  commit- 
tee to  address  the  budget  of  the  court  system  for  fiscal  year  1995. 
As  you  are  aware,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  "District  of  Columbia  Court 
Reform  and  Criminal  Procedure  Act  of  1970,"  assigns  responsibility 
of  administrative  management  of  the  courts  to  the  executive  office. 

Some  of  the  primary  areas  of  responsibility  of  that  office  that  I 
would  like  to  summarize  today  are  in  the  areas  of  the  Criminal 
Justice  Act  program,  court  security,  central  recording  and  court  re- 
porting, plant  maintenance  and  capital  improvements. 

To  maintain  existing  operations  at  the  D.C.  courts,  the  Court 
System  seeks  a  fiscal  year  1995  operating  budget  of  $35.1  million, 
an  increase  over  fiscal  year  1994  of  $4.7  million.  This  increase  is 
a  result  of  primarily  the  mandatory  cost  increases  that  have  oc- 
curred and  that  we  have  incurred,  such  as  within-grades,  health 
benefits,  pay  adjustments,  court  security,  payments  to  attorneys 
who  are  appointed  to  represent  indigent  defendants,  as  well  as 
maintenance. 

cja/attorneys  for  indigents 

I  would  like  to  summarize  with  you  first  our  request  in  the  area 
of  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  program.  As  you  are  aware,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  of  1974,  the  courts  are  re- 
quired to  provide  finance  and  legal  representation  for  indigent  de- 
fendants in  criminal  cases  and  for  all  indigent  juveniles  charged  as 
delinquent  or  in  need  of  supervision. 

The  greatest  portion  of  the  Court  System's  request,  by  no  sur- 
prise I  am  sure  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  in  the  area  of  court  ap- 
pointed attorneys,  and  that  is  the  Criminal  Justice  Act.  We  are  re- 
questing this  year  $3,892,000  to  cover  the  cost  of  those  anticipated 
pa3rments  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

Payment  levels  for  fiscal  year  1981  through  1993  have  risen 
steadily  from  $4.1  million  to  now  approximately  $20.1  million,  and 
in  1995  due  primarily  to  the  rate  increase  that  was  granted  to  at- 
torneys from  $35  to  $50,  we  are  going  to  also  be  requiring  an  in- 
crease with  respect  of  $3,892,000  to  cover  the  cost  for  those  in- 
creases in  1995. 

security  in  court  facilities 

In  the  area  of  security,  I  am  happy  to  report  to  you  as  a  result 
of  some  of  the  assistance  that  we  received  from  this  committee 
when  we  transferred  security  to  the  D.C.  courts,  I  am  happy  to  re- 
port to  you  the  progress  that  has  been  made  in  that  area. 

Maintaining  adequate  levels  of  security  in  the  court  facilities  for 
those  who  work  in  the  courts  as  well  as  those  who  visit  the  courts 
is  a  very,  very  serious  concern  and  it  has  also  been  a  serious  con- 
cern for  this  committee.  Since  1990,  significant  steps  have  been 
taken  to  improve  the  security  in  the  courts. 

We  are  provided  that  security  by  way  of  the  United  States  Mar- 
shals in  basically  two  ways.  The  United  States  Marshals  provide 
in-court  prisoner  transportation  directly  and  we  have  a  contract 
with  court  security  officers  for  all  other  public  areas. 
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We  have  been  fortunate,  very  fortunate,  not  to  have  had  any  real 
serious  incidents  in  the  courts  due  to  this  heightened  level  of  secu- 
rity. However,  there  have  been  notable  increases  in  the  number  of 
threats,  however,  to  judicial  staff,  some  assaults  in  court  offices, 
and  several  break-ins  of  judges'  chambers  and  administrative  of- 
fices. 

Further,  protecting  and  insuring  safety  of  witnesses  in  court  pro- 
ceedings is  a  continuous  challenge,  and  this  is  the  challenge  that 
Chief  Judge  Hamilton  was  referring  to  with  respect  to  witness  in- 
timidation. 

In  1993,  over  4,400  weapons  and  over  2,600  articles  of  contra- 
band were  confiscated.  I  think  this  gives  you  just  £in  indication  of 
the  kind  of  security  that  has  been  required  and  is  now  being  pro- 
vided in  the  District  of  Columbia  courts.  We  want  to  thank  this 
committee  for  its  support  in  that  regard. 

In  addition  to  providing  security  in  the  main  courthouse,  our 
court  security  officers  also  provide  security  to  our  outlying  offices, 
and  probation  offices  throughout  the  area.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the 
contract  for  security  was  $2.3  million,  and  for  fiscal  year  1995  with 
an  additional  3  percent  labor  cost,  we  are  requesting  a  $196,000  in- 
crease to  the  security  contract. 

PERSONAL  SERVICES  INCREASE 

In  the  area  of  personal  services,  which  is  one  of  the  fastest  grow- 
ing areas  of  cost  within  our  budget,  we  are  requesting  with  respect 
to  within-grades  a  $68,000  increase  to  the  existing  base  as  well  as 
$11,000  for  the  health  benefits  cost  for  court  system  employees. 

In  addition  to  that,  $159,000  to  cover  the  pay  adjustment  that 
was  granted  in  fiscal  year  1994,  an  additional  $167,000  for  pay  ad- 
justment in  1995. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  COURT  FACILITIES 

Also,  in  the  area  of  plant  maintenance,  again  this  is  another  area 
that  this  committee  has  assisted  the  courts  with  respect  to  the 
transfer  of  all  maintenance  responsibilities  to  the  court. 

In  fiscal  year  1994,  you  assisted  the  court  in  assuming  respon- 
sibility for  janitorial  services,  pest  control,  window  washing,  trash 
collection  removal,  and  landscaping  services  that  have  been  pre- 
viously the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Administrative 
Services.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  we  transferred  11  positions  and 
$1,025,000  to  the  courts  to  cover  this  maintenance. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  has  worked  out  fine  and  you  are  happy  with  it? 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  has  worked  out  tremendously  well,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

city's  financial  problems/impact  on  courts 

I  would  also,  in  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  like  to  say  that  the 
District's  financial  crisis  impacts  all  branches  of  government.  The 
courts,  like  the  executive  and  legislature,  are  struggling  with  tough 
management  issues  of  how  to  make  the  most  of  dwindling  re- 
sources. However,  we  are  also  faced  with  a  statutory  obligation  of 
maintaining  the  courts  at  a  level  that  will  provide  appropriate 
services  to  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 


851 

The  court's  ability  to  provide  these  services  effectively  and  effi- 
ciently will  seriously  be  impaired  without  adequate  funding,  and 
therefore  we  request  favorable  consideration  for  the  court  systems' 
budget  as  presented. 

Mr.  Dkon,  Thank  you  three  gentlemen  for  your  testimony  here 
today  and,  as  I  indicated,  I  don't  have  a  lot  of  questions. 

INTERMEDIATE  COURT 

Judge  Ferren,  as  you  are  probably  well  aware,  and  you  have 
probably  discussed  this  with  other  members  of  the  appellate  bench, 
there  is  a  bill  by  Ms.  Norton  that  would  provide  for  an  intermedi- 
ate court.  I  would  agree  with  you,  I  can't  imagine  why  the  system 
was  established  without  an  intermediate  court.  The  major  issue 
seems  to  be  the  money  for  financing  it,  and  that  is  the  major  issue 
here  this  morning. 

POLICE  OVERTIME 

I  would  think  that  the  committee  would  have  to  come  up  with 
roughly,  $7  million  to  $8  million  of  additional  money  to  fund  your 
request  for  all  three  court  activities  here,  and  that  brings  me  to 
you.  Judge  Hamilton,  There  has  been  an  issue  that  this  committee 
and  other  people  have  talked  about  over  the  years,  and  it  deals 
with  overtime  as  it  relates  to  police  officers.  I  am  told  that  a  lot 
of  that  overtime  is  caused  by  police  officers  being  at  the  courthouse 
ready  for  trial  at  the  time  the  case  is  called,  and  that  figure  keeps 
going  up. 

The  Police  Chief  was  here  yesterday,  and  he  said  overtime  costs 
were  at  about  $12  million  thus  far  in  FY  1994.  It  is  going  up.  Can 
you  get  together  with  the  appropriate  people  and  work  out  some 
kind  of  system  that — and  the  police  officers  may  not  like  it — ^would 
allow  police  officers  in  some  way  to  be  on  call?  I  mean,  all  those 
cases — I  have  never  been  down  to  your  court,  but  as  I  understand 
it,  when  the  prosecutor  announces  that  he  is  ready  the  police  offi- 
cers must  be  there. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Right. 

Mr.  Dexon.  If  they  are  working  nights,  they  then  go  on  overtime 
while  they  wait  to  see  what  the  court  is  going  to  do.  If  you  could 
work  something  out  as  far  as  police  overtime,  we  could  fund  you 
here. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Well,  I  think,  a  lot  of  that  has  to  do  with  case 
management,  both  by 

Mr.  Dexon.  Describe  the  system  to  me. 

Judge  HL\MILT0N.  Well,  the  system  is  that  we  have  about  27  cal- 
endars in  the  criminal  division  all  operating  at  the  same  time,  and 
all  the  cases  are  set  for  9:00  in  the  morning  that  are  set  for  trial, 
and  the  witnesses  are  by  rule  of  court  required  to  be  there  before 
the  prosecutor  can  announce  ready,  and  the  court  so  to  avoid  dis- 
missal from  want  of  prosecution  by  the  judge  when  the  judge  calls 
the  case — ^what  we  can  do  is  work  out  an  arrangement  with  the 
prosecutor  whereby  the  prosecutor  will  be  permitted  to  £mnounce 
ready  for  trial  and  not  have  his  witnesses  actually  there  but  have 
them  on  a  half  hour,  45  minute  call  as  the  case  may  be,  and  that 
is  what  we  can  do  Eind  that  is  what  we  will  do  in  order  to  resolve 
that  t3T)e  of  problem. 
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POLICE  OVERTIME  AS  SECOND  JOB 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  mean,  I  understand  it  as  it  relates  to  lay  witnesses, 
but  as  it  relates  to  what  I  call  "professional  witnesses,"  police  offi- 
cers in  particular,  it  just  seems  like  a  terrible  waste  and  a  real 
windfall,  and  I  imagine  sometimes  they  never  get  to  trial  that  day. 

Judge  Hamilton.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  it  is  like  a  second  gig,  it  is  just  another  job,  here 
I  am  sitting  in  the  courthouse  picking  up  overtime.  And  the  price 
keeps  going  up. 

night  PAPERING 

Now,  it  has  been  suggested  that  night  papering  might  relieve 
that  some  way.  Mr,  Miconi  always  puts  that  in  my  notes.  I  don't 
see  how  night  papering  would  cut  down  on  that  overtime.  Do  you? 

Judge  Hamilton.  No,  I  don't.  The  thing  that 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  know  the  judges  don't  want  that,  but  would  it  in 
fact  impact  the  police  overtime? 

Judge  Hamilton.  No,  because  the  problem  is  as  you  point  out 
witnesses  for  trials,  £ind  that  doesn't  have  anything  to  do  with 
night  papering. 

REDUCED  WAITING  TIME  FOR  POLICE  OFFICERS 

The  two  things  we  can  do  are  put  the  police  officers  on  telephone 
call  30  minutes  to  45  minutes  as  the  case  may  be,  and,  secondly, 
we  can  reduce  the  number  of  those  cases  on  those  calendars. 

We  have  over  600  cases  on  our  misdemeanor  calendars  and  there 
should  only  be  around  300.  Most  of  those  cases,  they  are  just  police 
officers.  But  if  we  can  reduce  the  size  of  the  calendars  that  the 
judges  are  dealing  with  by  putting  two  more  judges  in  the  criminal 
division,  that  would  have  a  very  positive  effect  on  reducing  the 
length  of  time  that  police  officers  are  waiting  around  to  be  called 
for  trial. 

cja/attorneys  for  indigents 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  other  high  expense  that  keeps  going  up  is  the 
CJA  program.  How  much  are  you  spending  this  year? 

Mr.  Hammond.  This  year  we  will  be — right  now  we  have  already 
spent,  as  of  today,  $12.1  million,  which  is  right  on  track  with  the 
total  of  $22  million  this  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  1993  it  was  roughly 

Mr.  Hammond.  Twenty  million. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Twenty  million? 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  is  right,  in  1993. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  do  you  have  built  into  your  budget  this  year? 

Mr.  Hammond.  Twenty-two  million  dollars  for  1994. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Twenty-two  million  dollars  in  1994  for  indigent  de- 
fense? 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  And  $25  miUion  for  1995? 
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RATE  INCREASE  FOR  ATTORNEYS  FOR  INDIGENTS 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  is  right.  That  is  primarily  due  to  the  in- 
crease in  the  rate.  The  rate  was  increased  from  $35  per  hour  to  $50 
per  hour. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  the  cost  seems  to  keep  going  up.  I  am  not  criti- 
cizing, I  am  just 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  rate,  by  the  way,  Mr.  Chairman,  has  not 
been  adjusted  since  1982. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  difference  in  the  appellate  court's  budget  and  the 
city's  budget  seems  to  remain  constant.  It  is  about  a  million  dollars 
more  that  you  are  always  asking  for  and  getting  turned  down  on. 
I  would  like  to  reach  it  and  get  it  out  of  the  way  because  I  think 
both  of  you.  Judge  Hamilton,  make  compelling  cases. 

INTERMEDIATE  COURT 

Judge  Ferren.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Congressman  Walsh, 
we  have  had  to  absorb  in  the  Court  of  Appeal's  budget  a  good  deal, 
and  I  just  want  to  make  as  clear  as  I  can  that  we  needed  the  inter- 
mediate court  as  well  as  the  additional  Superior  Court  judges  years 
ago. 

I  mentioned  future — I  wish  I  hadn't  used  the  word — only  because 
of  the  lack  of  authorization  for  the  intermediate  court,  and  I  have 
been  working  with  Senator  Sasser's  staff  and  Congresswoman  Nor- 
ton's staff  in  the  hope  that  we  could  get  that  bill  through  because 
it  is  absolutely  essential  indeed,  it  was  yesterday. 

FUNDING  FOR  INTERMEDIATE  COURT 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  ultimately  will  boil  down  to  another  funding  issue. 
Ms.  Norton's  bill  provides  for  Federal  funding,  and  generally  people 
say  well,  if  they  want  a  court,  why  should  the  Feds  fund  it? 

Judge  Ferren.  Well,  I  think  there  is  a  little  glitch  that  has  to 
be  ironed  out.  My  understanding  is  that  the  bill  is  an  authorization 
to  permit  the  District  to  decide  whether  to  have  the  court  and  then 
to  prepare  a  budget  that  would  include  the  funding  which  would 
be  part  of  its  overall  budget  package,  but  it  is  not  a  bill  that  would 
mandate  funding  along  with  the  authorization.  That  is  going  to  be 
worked  out. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Maybe  she  has  changed  it  but  the  original  bill,  H.R. 
1633  introduced  by  Ms.  Norton  on  April  1,  1993,  authorized  $16.2 
million  in  Federal  funds  over  a  period  of  6  years,  FY  1994-FY 
1999,  to  create  a  Supreme  Court  for  the  District. 

Judge  Ferren.  I  think  that  was  to  signal  what  the  initial  start- 
up costs  would  be.  We  would  have  a  joint  clerk's  office  for  both 
courts  to  facilitate  the  screening  to  make  it  as  inexpensive  as  pos- 
sible. 

LEGISLATION  IN  INCREASE  NUMBER  OF  SUPERIOR  COURT  JUDGES 

Mr.  Dexon.  The  legislation  that  is  moving.  Judge  Hamilton,  is  for 
two  additional  Supreme  Court  judges? 
Judge  Hamilton.  Four,  the  four  that  I  need. 
Mr.  Dixon.  Two  would  go  to  criminal  and  two  to  civil? 


854 

Judge  Hamilton.  Two  to  family,  juvenile  and  neglect,  and  two  in 
criminal.  It  is  a  desperate  situation.  There  is  a  problem  about  fund- 
ing, but  we  need  this  to  keep  this  city  together. 

POLICE  OVERTIME 

Mr.  Dexon.  You  saw  Judge  Ugast's  comments  in  last  year's  hear- 
ings about  night  papering? 

Judge  Hamilton.  I  don't  really  think  that  night  papering  would 
make  a  substantial  impact  on  police  overtime.  I  think  it  is  these 
police  officers,  they  come  in  in  the  morning,  8:00  in  the  morning, 
they  get  off  duty,  night  duty,  they  have  been  summoned  to  be  wit- 
nesses in  a  case  that  is  set  for  trial  that  day,  they  stay  in  the  court- 
room, prosecutor,  not  in  the  courtroom  in  the  witness  room,  the 
prosecutor  announces  ready  for  trial,  and  in  many  cases  the  cases 
are  not  reached  for  trial. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  large  is  the  master  calendar  in  the  criminal  di- 
vision on  any  one  day?  How  many  cases  are  really  set  each  day? 

Judge  Hamilton.  On  the  misdemeanor  calendars  and  the  felony 
two  calendars,  we  might  have  as  many  as  9  or  10  cases  all  set  for 
trial  on  the  same  day  at  9;00  in  the  morning. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  probably  none  of  them  go  to  trial  that  day? 

Judge  Hamilton.  A  lot  of  cases  don't.  Some  of  those  people  plead 
guilty,  others  are  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution,  others  are  dis- 
missed for  other  prosecutorial  reasons,  but  there  are  a  large  num- 
ber of  cases  that  are  set,  but  the  thing  is  to  reduce  the  size  of  the 
calendars  to  manageable  numbers  so  the  judges  can  deal  with  the 
various  circumstances  that  come  up  during  the  course  of  the  day, 
but  with  600  cases  on  the  misdemeanor  calendar 

CRIMINAL  BAR  REQUIRES  POLICEAvITNESS  PRESENCE 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Is  it  the  criminal  bar  that  insists  that  the  police  offi- 
cers be  there,  that  all  the  witnesses  be  there? 

Judge  Hamilton.  Right.  And  the  rules  provide  that  in  order  to 
announce  ready  for  tri^,  the  witnesses  have  to  be  present.  In  other 
words,  ready  and  able  to  go  to  trial,  put  on  the  government's  case. 

CUTTING  POLICE  OVERTIME  IN  COURTS 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Well,  it  seems  like  something  could  be  worked  out. 
In  most  cases  these  are  attorneys  that  the  District  is  paying. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Right. 

Mr.  Hammond.  We  just  recently  met,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  the 
city  administrator's  office,  and  the  U.S.  Attorney's  office  to  work 
out,  if  you  will,  some  additional  arrangements  for  cutting  into  this 
overtime,  including  the  automation  of  time  and  attendance  systems 
for  police  officers,  monitoring  of  those  officers  as  they  come  to  the 
liaison  office. 

Also,  we  are  looking  at  what  we  can  do  with  respect  to  the  cal-  \ 
endar,  as  the  Chief  Judge  just  mentioned.  There  may  be  some 
things  that  we  can  do  with  respect  to  calendaring  that  will  also  as- 
sist. The  prosecutor's  office  has  the  primary  responsibility  for  readi- 
ness of  cases  and  use  of  these  officers,  so  they  have  been  working 
very  closely  with  the  U.S.  Attorney's  office  and  also  defining  what 
is  a  court  appearance,  clearly  defining  or  definitively,  if  you  will. 
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defining  exactly  what  a  court  appearance  is  because  in  terms  of 
them  being  ready  to  go  on  a  given  day,  it  is  really  important  that 
that  be  clear  and  clarified  so  as  not  to  leave  gray  areas  open  for 
abuse. 

MOST  CASES  PLED  BUT  POLICE  OVERTIME  STILL  PAID 

Mr.  Dexon.  How  often — I  mean,  statistically,  if  you  know,  how 
many  are  pled  at  that  stage,  just  before  they  are  assigned  out? 

Judge  Hamilton.  I  would  think  somewhere  around  60,  65  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  these  police  officers  are  coming  down  to  the  court, 
they  are  ready  for  trial,  they  are  getting  paid  overtime,  and  over 
half  of  the  cases  are  pled. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Right. 

REQUIRING  POLICE  OFFICER  TO  BE  ON  CALL 

Judge  Ferren.  I  would  just  add  that  the  availability  of  the  police 
officers  is  often  very  critical  to  having  a  plea,  and  if  the  police  offi- 
cer wasn't  there  and  the  defense  counsel  knew  that  the  government 
might  not  be  able  to  make  its  case  that  day,  they  might  not  be  will- 
ing to  plead.  In  other  words,  there  is  a  very  important  enforcement 
mechanism  built  into  that,  so  that  is 

Mr.  DixoN.  I  understand  that,  but  if  they  knew  there  was  a  re- 
quirement that  the  police  officer  was  to  be  there  on  call  within  a 
half  hour 

Judge  Ferren.  Right.  That  seems  to  all  of  us  to  be  a  very  useful 
suggestion  and  one  that  could  probably  be  implemented  to  some  de- 
gree that  would  help. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  just  raising  it  to  figure  out  how  we  can  raise 
more  money  to  help  you  out  in  the  court  system. 

Mr.  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  think  it  is  a  very  reasonable  suggestion,  and  if  the 
police  department  isn't  spending  it  on  overtime  maybe  the  District 
would  deem  that  money  could  be  spent  on  the  courts.  Thank  you 
for  your  testimony. 

subcommittee's  budget  ALLOCATION 

Our  subcommittee's  budget  allocation  last  year  was  $698  million; 
this  year  it  is  $720  million.  The  District  of  Columbia  has  discretion 
over  the  use  of  those  funds;  do  they  not? 

Mr.  Dkon.  Well,  $52  million  of  it  is  the  federal  contribution  pen- 
sion system,  so  the  discretionary  allocation  is  roughly  $670  million. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Those  funds  go  into  the  District's  general  fund  and 
their  spending  is  determined  by  the  District  of  Columbia. 

COURT  system  financing 

Mr.  Dixon.  A  little  bit  different  with  the  court  system.  The  court 
system  is  viewed  as  an  independent  agency,  and  so  the  judges  have 
a  right  to  bring  up  their  own  budget.  So  there  is  always  that  dis- 
pute between  what  the  court  system  says  they  need  and  what  the 
City  Council  and  the  Mayor  in  their  wisdom  put  in  their  budget. 
But  the  judges  have  an  absolute  right  to  present  their  own  budget. 
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But  the  total  budget  figures  this  year,  as  always,  are  predicated 
on  the  major  council's  District's  figures  and  not  the  court  system's, 
and  we  are  about  $8  million  short  collectively  fi"om  where  the 
courts  want  to  be,  so  we  would  have  to  redistribute  some  money. 

Mr.  Walsh.  We  would? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Or  direct  the  District  to  fully  fund  the  courts'  re- 
quest, and  the  mayor  and  council  would  have  to  find  the  shortfall. 
We  have  done  that  before,  not  with  the  court  system. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Doesn't  that  fly  in  the  face  of  home  rule? 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  depends  on  which  side  you  are  on. 

COURTS  REQUEST  MORE  FUNDING 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  as  you  can  see,  our  allocation  for  the  District 
of  Columbia  is  only  $22  million  more  than  last  year.  Your  request, 
as  I  understand  it,  would  encompass  about  a  third  of  that,  and 
there  is  not  a  lot  of  sjrmpathy  on  the  Hill  for  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia's plight  given  the  fact  that  the  District  went  out  and  bonded 
just  a  couple  of  years  ago  for  over  $33  million  to  get  its  fiscal  house 
in  order,  and  the  Congress  went  along  with  that,  and  now  the  Dis- 
trict is  again  doing  short-term  borrowing  to  meet  day-to-day  ex- 
penses which  was  not  supposed  to  happen  again  if  they  borrowed 
the  $330  million. 

It  is  obvious  that  given  the  weight  of  the  case  loads  that  you  all 
are  working  with,  you  make  an  excellent  case  for  more  funding,  but 
when  it  comes  right  down  to  it,  where  the  rubber  meets  the  road, 
we  only  have  an  additional  $22  million  for  the  entire  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. I  guess  a  lot  depends  on  how  persuasive  you  can  be  with 
the  District  government,  and  I  am  willing  to  discuss  this  with  the 
Chairman  as  to  how  we  suggest  the  money  be  directed,  but  it  is 
a  tough  case,  very  tough. 

NUMBER  OF  JUDGES  INCREASED  IN  FY  1990 

When  was  the  last  time  additional  judges  were  put  on? 

Mr.  Hammond.  It  was  1990. 

Mr.  Walsh.  For  your  courts? 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  is  right,  1990. 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  many  were  put  on  at  that  time? 

Mr.  Hammond.  Eight  additional. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Eight  additional.  What  were  the  case  loads  then  as 
compared  to  now  before  the  judges  were  put  on? 

Judge  Hamilton.  The  case  loads  were  perhaps  a  little  bit  more 
than  they  are  now  in  the  criminal  division,  but  in  the  family  divi- 
sion involving  neglect  and  juvenile  cases,  the  cases  have  shot  up. 

In  the  criminal  division,  although  the  cases  may  be  lower  now, 
the  complexity  has  increased.  For  example,  it  has  taken  nine 
months  sometimes  to  try  one  case,  and  there  are  all  kinds  of  intri- 
cate, difficult  problems  that  arise,  missing  witnesses.  I  mean,  today 
you  have  six  witnesses,  tomorrow  you  have  no  witnesses,  and  in 
the  meantime  one  witness  mysteriously  dies.  It  is  just  infinitely 
more  difficult  cases  to  try  to  dispose  of. 
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CASES  BEING  SWITCHED  FROM  FEDERAL  COURT 

Judge  Ferren.  Congressman  Walsh,  there  is  another  fascinating 
development  that  has  occurred.  The  Superior  Court,  particularly  in 
the  civil  side,  has  become  so  much  more  efficient,  the  quality  of  the 
whole  system  has  improved  so  much,  that  lawyers  who  were  bring- 
ing diversity  cases  in  the  Federal  court  are  now  bringing  them  over 
into  the  Superior  Court  because  they  can  get  better  service,  more 
expeditious  service  in  our  own  trial  courts.  Thus,  the  very  success 
of  the  local  court  system  vis-a-vis  the  Federal  system  has  caused 
a  greater  problem,  a  problem  that  we  would  not  want  to  go  away 
in  the  best  sense  because  it  shows  the  quality  of  the  justice  that 
is  being  dispensed  here. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  I  certainly  understand  the  difficulty  that  you 
are  under.  As  I  said,  I  will  work  with  the  Chairmsm  to  see  what 
we  can  do. 

Judge  Ferren.  I  appreciate  that. 

TIMETABLE  FOR  REDUCING  POLICE  OVERTIME 

Mr.  Dexon.  How  soon  do  you  think  you  might  implement  a  new 
program  that  would  at  least  flatten  out  the  overtime  costs?  By  next 
year? 

Judge  Hamilton.  We  could  do  that. 

Mr.  Hammond.  By  next  year.  We  are  working  with  those  officers 
right  now,  that  is  with  the  Mayor's  office  as  well  as  the  U.S.  Attor- 
ne3r's  office. 

VIDEO  ARRAIGNMENTS/POLICE  OVERTIME 

Right  now,  one  of  the  other  options  we  are  looking  at  is  video 
conferencing,  so  in  order  for  all  of  those  pieces  to  really  come  to- 
gether  

Mr.  Dexon.  Video  conferencing? 

Mr.  Hammond.  Video  arraignments.  That  is  not  requiring,  if  you 
will,  necessarily  requiring  the  officers  to  come  to  the  courthouse 
but  to  conduct  many  of  these  proceedings,  some  of  these  proceed- 
ings by  way  of  a  video  conference. 

Mr.  Dexon.  How  would  that  reduce  the 

Mr.  Hammond.  That  would  reduce  the  travel  costs,  the  travel 
time  between — and  it  would  not  require  them  necessarily  to  come 
to  the  courthouse.  They  can  do  that  from  the  precinct  if  in  fact  we 
do  not  need  them.  They  would  not  have  to  travel  to  the  courthouse 
for  a  delayed 

Mr.  Walsh.  Are  they  paid  for  overtime  and  travel  to  the  court- 
house? 

Mr.  Hammond.  No,  that  would  cut  out  the  overtime. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Do  they  receive  pajnnent  for  mileage? 

police  overtime  related  to  prosecution 

Mr.  Hammond.  They  get  overtime  for  the  time  spent  traveling 
and  what  is  called  "court-related."  Again,  much  of  this  is  prosecu- 
tion related,  but  it  gets  dubbed,  if  you  will,  court-related  overtime. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  it  runs  roughly  $16  million  a  year? 

Mr.  Hammond.  For  total  overtime.  Half  of  that  is  generally  what 
they  associate  with  court-related  overtime. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  So  roughly  $8  million. 

Anything  else? 

Mr.  Walsh.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  I  want  to  thank  you  two  jurists  and  the  chief 
executive  officer.  As  I  indicated,  I  really  didn't  have  any  concern 
about  your  budgets,  but  I  would  like  to  try  to  fund  the  increases 
you  are  requesting.  I  just  don't  know  if  I  can. 

Judge  Ferren.  Thanks,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Walsh. 

Judge  Hamilton.  Appreciate  it. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the 
courts  to  answer  for  the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  court's  responses  follow:] 
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Court  of  Appeals 
Question 

1.  Last  year  Judge  Rogers  talked  about  a  bill  that  was  pending  in 
the  House  to  create  an  intermediate  appellate  court  (p.  1879, 
part  2,  FY  1994  hearings) . 

a.  What  is  the  status  of  that  legislation  in  this  Congress 
--  has  it  been  reintroduced? 

b.  Please  explain  the  legislation  briefly. 

c.  Do  you  envision  the  Federal  government  picking  up  the 
cost  of  the  new  court  for  the  first  few  years? 

d.  What  would  the  estimated  annual  costs  total? 

Answer 

1.  a.  Bills  which  have  been  reintroduced  in  the  current 
Congress  are  S.  1718  and  H.R.  1633,  both  entitled  the 
"District  of  Columbia  Judicial  Reorganization  Act  of 
1993."  H.R.  1633  was  reported  out  of  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  on  July  13,  1993.  The  Senate 
bill  is  still  in  committee. 

b.  The  legislation  would: 

-  establish  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
with  one  Chief  Justice  and  six  Justices; 

-  convert  the  present  District  of  Columbia  Court  of 
Appeals  into  the  "intermediate  appellate  court"; 

-  create  a  single  Clerk's  office  to  serve  both  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals; 

-  change  the  composition  of  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Judicial  Administration  in  the  District  of  Columbia; 

-  authorize  four  new  judicial  positions  for  the  Superior 
Court  in  a  phased  manner;  and 

-  redesignate  Superior  Court  Hearing  Commissioners  as 
Judicial  Magistrates  and  enhance  their  authority  and 
responsibilities . 

c.  The  pending  bills  do  not  call  for  the  federal  government 
financing  any  portion  of  the  early  year  costs  associated 
with  this  legislation. 

d.  The  estimated  annual  cost  of  the  proposals  contained  in 
the  bills  would  be  approximately^  $4,100,000. 
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Superior  Court 

Question 

1.  How  many  vacancies  do  you  have  on  the  bench?  I  believe  you  are 
authorized  59  judges? 

Answer 

1.  With  the  departures  of  Judge  Gladys  Kessler  and  Judge  Ricardo 
M.  Urbina  in  mid-July,  there  are  four  judicial  vacancies  in 
the  Superior  Court.  The  Court  is  authorized  59  judges. 

Question 

2 .  For  the  past  few  years  your  predecessor  stated  that  a  matter 
of  increasing  concern  to  the  court  as  well  as  to  all  law 
enforcement  is  the  problem  of  witness  intimidation  (p.  1934, 
part  2,  FY  1994  D.C.  hearings). 

a.    How  are  you  addressing  the  problem  and  how  effective  have 
your  efforts  been. 

Answer 

2.  The  Court  is  sensitive  to  the  problem  of  witness  intimidation 
and  both  the  prosecutor  and  counsel  are  encouraged  to  bring 
these  matters  to  the  attention  of  the  judge  presiding  in  a 
case  where  these  charges  are  alleged. 

Roving  Court  Security  Officers  have  been  increasingly  deployed 
to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  witness  intimidation  taking  place 
in  the  Courthouse. 
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3 .  One  of  our  concerns  has  been  police  overtime  for  court 
appearances  and  one  of  the  ways  that  was  suggested  to  reduce 
the  overtime  was  to  have  night  papering. 

a.  What  is  your  feeling  on  night  papering  --  does  it  make 
sense,  or  are  there  other  ways  to  address  police  overtime 
for  court  appearances? 

Answer 

3.  Night  papering  would  not  reduce  police  overtime.  The  problem 
is  the  need  for  police  officers  as  witnesses  for  trials  ,  and 
has  nothing  to  do  with  night  papering. 

The  Metropolitan  Police  Department,  the  United  States 
Attorney's  Office,  and  the  Superior  Court  are  working 
cooperatively  to  find  ways  to  control  and  manage  the  use  of 
police  overtime.  Significant  steps  have  already  been  taken  to 
effectuate  the  necessary  changes.  Some  of  the  changes  are 
procedural  or  involve  the  installation  of  new  technology  and 
equipment.  The  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is 
committed  to  sharing  the  responsibility  for  ensuring  the 
optimal  utilization  of  police  officers. 
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June  22,  1994 


The  Honorable  Julian  C.  Dixon 

House  District  of  Columbia  Subcommittee 

on  Appropriations 
H-302 

Capitol  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515-1101 

Dear  Chairman  Dixon: 

Herewith  transmitted  is  a  briefing  paper  on  Metropolitan 
Police  Overtime.  The  paper  provides  a  brief  historical  perspective 
of  police  overtime,  short  term  strategies  to  address  the  problem 
and  a  review  of  the  impact  of  pending  legislation. 

We  would  appreciate  the  Subcommittee  accepting  the  paper  as  a 
supplement  to  Chief  Judge  Hamilton's  testimony.  Please  advise  if 
additional  information  is  desired. 

Sincerely,    / 

j       ' 

•  \ 
Ulysses  B.  Hammond 

Executive  Officer 

Enclosure 
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Overtime  expenditures  by  the  Distria  of  Columbia  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  (MPD)  is  a  serious  problem  requiring  the  balancing  of  budgetary  concerns 
with  the  need  to  address  the  escalating  incidents  of  crime.  On  the  one  side,  a  viable 
police  presence  requires  the  expenditure  of  substantial  resources;  in  terms  of  human 
capital  as  well  as  monetary  outlays.  This  is  tempered  with  the  reality  of  limited  fiscal 
resources.  Thus,  police  overtime  must  be  used  in  a  way  that  will  enhance  and 
supplement  the  normal  operations  of  the  department. 
I.  HISTORICAL  PERSPECTIVE 

In  1991,  the  Distria  of  Columbia  Auditor  issued  a  report  which  addressed  the 
escalating  use  of  overtime  by  MPD.  This  report  concluded  that  the  use  of  police 
overtime  was  "out  of  control."  The  chart  below  lends  credence  to  this  conclusion. 
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In  FY  91,  the  use  of  overtime  had  decreased  substantially  to  $16.2  million  and  to  $13.3 
million  in  YX  92.  There  are  a  host  of  contributing  fartors  to  these  overtime  figures. 
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Numerous  internal  and  external  forces  affea  Metropolitan  Police  overtime 
expenditures.  The  internal  factors  generally  fall  into  one  of  four  categories:  abuses  by 
officers,  manually-audited  time  and  attendance  sheets,  a  lack  of  supervision,  or  simply, 
zealous  police  work. 

The  1991  auditor's  report  cited  nine  officers  who  had  total  department-paid 
incomes  ranging  between  $85,462  and  $120,395.  The  audit  team  reported  "many 
instances  in  which  individuals  worked  an  average  in  excess  of  80  hours  overtime  every 
pay  period  on  a  consistent  basis."  The  report  also  describes  one  officer  who  averaged 
97.44  hours  of  overtime  each  pay  period  over  a  nine-month  period,  which  reaped  the 
officer  $57,277  in  overtime  pay.    Obviously,  officers  who  work  overtime  are  entitled 
to  equitable  compensation  but  the  effectiveness  of  any  officer  working  such  hours  is 
questionable  whether  on  regular  duty  or  on  overtime,  especially  considering  the 
highly  stressful  nature  of  police  work.     These  officers  were  not  cited  as  examples  of 
patent  abuses  of  overtime  but  were  listed  to  show  a  basis  for  the  escalating  overtime 
budget. 

Similarly,  there  were  a  number  of  external  factors  identified  in  the  report  as 
adversely  impaaing  the  overtime  budget:  a  city  plagued  by  increasing  crime, 
inefficient  practices  on  the  part  of  Assistant  United  States  Attorneys,  and  scheduling 
conflicts  at  the  Superior  Court.  In  order  to  respond  to  the  public  furor  over  crime, 
police  visibility  and  activity  had  to  be  stepped-up.  By  necessity,  the  department  hired 
hundreds  of  new  officers  in  the  late  1980's  to  achieve  this  increased  presence.  While 
these  new  officers  were  being  trained,  experienced  officers  had  to  be  utilized  on  an 
overtime  basis. 

Assistant  United  States  Attorneys,  in  an  effort  to  ensure  air-tight  cases,  would 
schedule  multiple  officers  for  witness  conferences  (interviews)  at  the  same  times,  use 
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officers  unfamiliar  with  particular  cases  to  investigate  those  cases,  and  have  officers 
transport  civilian  witnesses-all  of  these  artivities  were  generally  done  while  the  officers 
were  on  overtime.  Additionally,  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office  did  not  have  a 
vested  interest  in  conserving  MPD  overtime  because  overtime  was  paid  by  MPD  and 
not  from  Department  of  Justice  funds. 

The  1991  report  also  attributed  a  portion  of  overtime  costs  to  the  Superior 
Court  praaice  of  scheduling  several  trials  before  the  same  judge  on  any  given  day. 
Thus,  if  an  officer  was  scheduled  to  appear  as  a  witness  in  a  case  that,  for  a  variety  of 
reasons,  was  postponed  on  the  day  of  trial,  then  that  officer  would  not  only  have  had 
to  wait  in  vain  on  that  particular  day  but  would  still  be  required  to  appear  as  a  witness 
when  the  case  was  re-scheduled. 

As  described  above,  the  majority  of  contributory  fartors  to  the  ballooning 
overtime  were  not  deliberate  abuses  of  the  system  but  rather,  were  a  result  of  MPD, 
the  United  States  Attorney's  Office,  and  the  Superior  Court  operating  out  of  sync 
with  one  another.  The  present  state  of  affairs  is  that  the  use  of  police  officers  on  an 
overtime  basis  is  being  addressed  in  a  concerted  effort  on  various  levels. 

II.         SHORT  TERM  STRATFGIES 

There  are  many  strategies  which  either  have  been  implemented  or  will  be 
implemented  within  the  next  fiscal  year  to  control  overtime  expenditures.    These 
strategies  include: 

(1)  Automating  the  MPD  Time  and  Attendance  Sheets 

(2)  Revision  of  forms  used  by  MPD  and  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office 

(3)  Defining  "court"  and  "non<ourt"  aaivities 

(4)  Technological  investment  and  enhancement 

(5)  Procedural  and  policy  changes 
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1.  Automating  Time  and  Attendance  Sheets 

Time  sheets  have  been  completed  and  audited  manually.  The  time  and 
attendance  records  are  in  the  process  of  being  converted  to  an  automated  system  and 
MPD  projects  that  most  time  sheets  will  be  automated  by  September  1994.  The  intent 
is  to  eliminate  mathematical  errors,  to  correaly  calculate  offsets  (e.g.  night  differential 
pay),  and  to  provide  a  management  tool  to  ensure  accountability  of  officers  and 
supervisors.  The  savings,  in  terms  of  cutting  overpayments  and  reducing  overtime, 
resulting  from  this  conversion  are  projected  to  be  substantial. 

2.  Revision  of  Forms  Used  by  MPD  and  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office 
Primarily,  there  are  three  forms  that  are  in  the  process  of  being  revised:  the 

PD-140  (Court  Attendance  Record),  the  SF  1130  (standard  form  filed  in  conjunction 
with  a  court  appearance),  and  the  PD  168  (Court  Case  Review  Form). 

(i)         PD-140  (Court  Attendance  Record)  -  the  PD-140  is  being  revised  to 

include  a  calendar  on  which  the  officer's  scheduled  tour  of  duty  for  the 
next  9  to  12  months  is  indicated.  Additionally,  the  revised  form  will 
have  boxes  for  the  respective  Assistant  United  States  Attorney  to  certify 
when  an  officer  was  in  attendance,  what  was  the  nature  of  the 
appearance,  and  how  long  the  officer  was  present  (in  shorter  time 
intervals  than  are  presently  recorded). 
(ii)        SF  1130  (standard  form  used  in  conjunction  with  a  court  appearance)  - 
The  SF  1130  is  to  be  signed  by  the  respeaive  District  Commander  prior 
to  the  appearance  of  the  officer  in  court.  Although  the  form  is  not 
being  modified,  the  requirement  of  obtaining  approval  prior  to 
attending  court  is  intended  to  put  the  responsibility  on  the  Distrirt 
Commander  to  assess  the  validity  and  the  timing  of  the  officer's 
appearance. 
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(iii)       PD-168  (Court  Case  Review  Form)  -  The  PD-168  is  being  modified  so 
that  the  roles  that  officers  play  during  an  arrest  or  investigation  are 
easily  discernible  and  are  indicated  on  the  form  when  it  is  initially 
completed.  As  well,  a  "lead  officer"  and  a  "secondary  officer"  will  be 
identified  in  order  to  minimize  the  number  of  officers  necessary  for 
an  Assistant  United  States  Attorney  to  interview  or  call  as  a  witness 
at  trial,  especially  in  cases  where  the  government  must  establish  a  chain 
of  custody.  MPD  is  in  the  process  of  addressing  the  training  component 
necessary  to  implement  the  PD-168  modifications. 
3.         Defining  "Court"  and  "Non-Court"  Activities 

As  trivial  as  it  might  appear,  clearly  distinguishing  court  aaivity  from  non- 
court  artivity  in  definitions  that  are  accepted  by  all  afferted  parties  would  significantly 
contribute  to  reducing  overtime  expenditures.  Public  Law  89-282  gives  a  general 
definition  of  a  court  appearance.  This  definition  was  narrowed  by  MPD  in  General 
Order  §  701.1  (eff.  July  25,  1991).  The  distinction  is  important  because  artivity 
classified  as  court-related  undergoes  very  little  scrutiny  because  an  officer's 
participation  is  critical  to  a  case  going  forward;  whereas  artivity  defined  as  "non<ourt," 
such  as  witness  conferences  and  investigations,  should  be  scheduled  durmg  an  officer's 
regular  tour  of  duty.  Alternatively,  consideration  is  being  given  to  hiring  officers  to 
perform  non-court  funrtions  at  a  negotiated  rate  of  pay  after  the  officer  has  completed 
the  normal  tour  of  duty.  In  developing  these  definitions,  a  bone  of  contention  is 
categorizing  participation  in  the  Grand  Jury  process;  especially  Grand  Jury  Originals 
initiated  by  the  United  States  Attorney.  Common  ground  is  being  established  in 
developing  an  acceptable  definition  through  multi-discipline  task  forces. 
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4.         Technological  Investment  and  Enhancement 

There  are  quite  a  few  technological  advancements  slated  for  implementation  in 
the  near  future  which  will  contribute  to  controlling  overtime  expenditures.  Five  of 
these  enhancements  are:  improving  the  Computer  Assisted  Notification  System 
(CANS),  using  voice  mail  to  amend  CANS  requests,  enhancing  computer  capabilities 
to  facilitate  identification  of  arrestees  at  the  police  distria-level  rather  than  at  MPD's 
Central  Cellblock,  installing  computers  in  patrol  cars,  and  purchasing  and  installing 
teleconferencing  equipment. 

(i)         Improving  the  Computer  Assisted  Notification  System  (CANS)  - 

The  CANS  system  is  the  primary  method  by  which  MPD  officers  are 
notified  by  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office  that  an  officer's 
presence  is  necessary  at  an  interview,  for  an  investigation,  or  at  a  court 
proceeding.  At  present,  approximately  400  officers  are  "CANS'ed"  per 
day.  The  CANS  system  was  instituted  as  a  substitute  to  issuing 
subpoenas  every  time  an  officer  was  needed.  The  use  of  the  CANS  has 
deviated  from  the  original  intent  at  inception  and  thus,  the  procedures 
and  practices  of  the  CANS  system  are  being  revisited  by  MPD  and  the 
United  States  Attorney's  Office. 

Improvements  to  the  CANS  will  include  identifying  the  lead 
officer  and  the  secondary  officer  in  an  investigation,  and  what  those 
officers  are  responsible  for  bringing  when  they  appear  in  response  to  the 
CANS  notice.  If  an  officer  reports  without  bringing  what  was 
requested,  the  officer  will  not  be  checked-in  by  the  MPD  Court  Liaison. 
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In  early  July,  the  6th  Police  Distria  will  link  to  the  CANS  on-line  in 
order  to  assess  the  efficiency  of  implementing  such  a  system  throughout 
the  city.  CANS  will  be  compatible  with  the  automated  time  and 
attendance  system  as  well  as  the  Criminal  Justice  Information  System 
(CJIS). 

(ii)        Using  voice  mail  to  amend  CANS  requests  -  Once  a  CANS  has  been 

sent  to  an  officer  and  that  officer  is  no  longer  needed,  efforts  to  contact 
that  officer  to  cancel  or  modify  the  CANS  have  proved  fruitless.  Thus, 
the  officer  reports  as  originally  requested  and  is  compensated,  usually  at 
an  overtime  rate.  A  voice  mail  system  is  being  evaluated  and  considered 
by  MPD  to  relay  this  information. 

(iii)       Enhancing  computer  capabilities  to  facilitate  identification  of  arrestees  at 
the  police  distrirt-level  rather  than  at  MPD's  Central  Cellblock  -  The 
department  recently  took  delivery  of  an  AS  400  control  unit  which  will 
facilitate  identification  of  arrestees  at  the  police  distria  level.  Presently, 
all  arrestees  have  to  be  physically  taken  to  the  Central  Cellblock  for 
identification  and  processing  prior  to  an  officer  meeting  with  the 
United  States  Anorney's  Office  to  discuss  the  case.  If  the  Central 
Cellblock  does  not  keep  current  with  the  number  of  arrestees  being 
presented,  which  is  a  regular  occurrence,  then  later  events  in  the  process 
are  logarithmically  delayed.    Prior  to  ending  a  shift,  an  officer  must 
speak  with  a  prosecutor  if  the  officer  made  any  arrests.  It  is  projeaed 
that  this  system  will  be  implemented,  at  least  experimentally,  by 
September  1994. 


8601 


8 

(iv)       Installing  computers  in  patrol  cars  -  25  patrol  cars  in  the  5th  Police 
District  will  be  outfitted  with  computers  in  the  Fall  of  1994.  These 
computers  will  allow  the  officers  to  complete  their  arrest  reports  in  their 
cars  immediately  after  completing  an  arrest  or  investigation.  The  use  of 
the  computers  will  allow  an  officer  to  enter  salient  information  while 
the  event  is  still  fresh  in  the  officer's  mind,  reduce  instances  of  reports 
having  to  be  duplicated  because  the  original  report  was  lost  or 
misplaced,  and  decrease  the  use  of  overtime  to  accommodate  the 
completion  of  an  arrest  report.  MPD  is  currently  training  the  trainers 
responsible  for  teaching  the  affected  officers. 

(v)         Purchasing  and  installing  teleconferencing  equipment  -  MPD  and  the 
United  States  Attorney's  Office  are  in  the  process  of  evaluating 
equipment  that  would  allow  the  officers  to  be  interviewed  via 
teleconference  rather  than  requiring  the  officer  to  physically  attend 
interviews  and  witness  conferences. 

5.         Procedural  and  Policy  Changes 

Procedures  and  policies  that  are  related  to  the  issue  of  overtime  are  being 
evaluated  by  all  involved  parties.  More  precisely,  one  of  the  proposals  that  has  been 
suggested  is  the  reintroduction  of  night  papering.  In  1991,  night  papering  was 
discontinued  at  the  request  of  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office  because  the  costs  of 
administering  such  a  system  far  exceeded  any-benefits.  The  proposal  is  being 
reconsidered  in  light  of  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  last  three  years. 

The  Superior  Court  instituted  the  master  calendaring  system  for  felony  drug 
cases  in  February  1993.  In  recent  years,  felony  drug  cases  typically  account  for 
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two-thirds  of  all  felony  11  filings.  Traditionally,  felony  drug  cases  were  assigned  to 
judges  who  would  preside  over  individual  cases  from  start  to  finish.  Under  the  master 
calendaring  system,  cases  are  not  assigned  to  a  trial  judge  until  all  plea  negotiations 
have  been  rejeaed  which  results  in  firmer  trial  dates  for  all  felony  11  charges.  MPD, 
counsel,  and  the  court  all  benefit  from  this  system  of  case  management  because  of  the 
reduction  in  the  number  of  unnecessary  continuances  which  previously  generated 
police  overtime. 
III.     LEGISLATION 

The  Misdemeanor  Streamlining  Art  is  in  the  60-day  Congressional  review 
period.  If  enarted,  the  Art  would  significantly  reduce  the  number  of  jury-demandable 
misdemeanors.  Because  bench  trials  take  substantially  less  time  than  jury  trials,  an 
officer  appearing  as  a  witness  would  be  required  to  spend  less  time  at  court.  If  in  cases 
that  were  formerly  jury-demandable  a  defendant  accepts  a  plea  offer  rather  than 
proceed  with  a  bench  trial,  then  the  need  for  an  officer  to  appear  would  be  eliminated 
entirely.  It  is  estimated  that  over  50%  of  the  18,000  misdemeanor  filings  would  have 
been  afferted  if  this  legislation  had  been  enarted  in  1993. 

Legislation  has  been  suggested  that  would  shift  the  cost  of  bearing  police 
overtime,  resulting  from  the  needs  of  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office,  from  the 
police  department  to  the  Department  of  Justice.  There  is  no  indication  that  this 
suggestion  will  materialize  as  formal  legislation. 

CONCLUSION 
The  Metropolitan  Police  Department,  the  United  States  Attorney's  Office,  and 
the  Superior  Court  are  working  cooperatively  to  find  ways  to  control  and  manage  the 
use  of  police  overtime.  Significant  steps  have  already  been  taken  to  effertuate  the 
necessary  changes,  whether  the  changes  are  procedural  or  take  the  form  of  new 
technology  and  equipment,  to  bring  police  overtime  expenditures  under  control.  The 
Superior  Court  of  the  Distrirt  of  Columbia  is  committed  to  sharing  the  responsibility 
for  ensuring  the  optimal  utilization  of  police  overtime. 
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TO:  Ulysses  B.  Hammond,  Esq. 

Duane  B.  Delaney,  Esq. 


FROM:  Bill  Rogers 

RE:  Police  Overtime/Los  Angeles  -  Report  3 


Los  Angeles  has  taken  3  steps  to  control  police  overtime: 

(1 )  Implementing  an  on-call  system  for  officers  scheduled  as 
witnesses  in  court 

(2)  Calendaring  traffic  cases  based  on  the  availability  of  officers 

(3)  Analyzing  1 7,000  records 

L         Implementing  an  on-call  system  for  officers  scheduled  as  witnesses  in  court 

When  an  LAPD  officer  is  subpoenaed  to  appear  in  court,  the  officer  must  remain 
at  their  residence  for  two  hours  afisi  the  assigned  time  to  appear.  Similar  to  the  practice 
in  DC,  most  cases  in  LA  are  all  set  to  begin  at  the  same  time  (i.e.  if  6  trials  are  scheduled 
before  Judge  X  on  a  particular  day,  all  the  trials  are  "scheduled"  to  begin  at  9:00  am).  If 
an  officer  receives  a  call  from  the  Subpoena  Control  Officer  (similar  to  the  MPD  Liaison 
in  DC),  then  the  officer  has  two  hours  to  report  to  court.  The  officer  is  compensated  for 
the  actual  hours  spent  at  court  and  is  not  guaranteed  a  minimum  number  of  hours. 

If  an  officer  receives  a  call,  the  the  officer  has  two  hours  to  report  to  court.  If  the 
officer  does  not  receive  a  call,  then  one  of  two  things  can  happen:  they  can  roll  over  and 
go  back  to  sleep,  or  the  on-call  status  can  be  reactivated  for  subsequent  two  hour  periods. 
The  system  benefits  from  this  procedure  in  two  ways:  1)  Since  the  majority  of  the 
officers  are  finishing  their  shif^  in  the  early  morning  hours,  they  can  go  home  and  sleep 
before  having  to  start  their  next  shift  with  a  good  chance  of  not  being  disturbed,  and  2) 
Overtime  costs  are  minimized  because  officers  are  not  paid  for  sitting  around  the 
courthouse  on  the  chance  a  case  may  actually  go,  but  instead,  are  paid  only  for  two  hours 
of  on-call  time  and  for  time  spent  at  court,  if  actually  called.  I  am  told  that  the  Police 
Union  did  not  object  to  this  system  because  of  the  two  hour  guarantee  and  because  a 
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rested  officer  is  an  officer  with  a  better  chance  of  being  alive  and  healthy  at  the  end  of  a 
shift. 

Of  the  $45  million  budgeted  for  police  overtime  in  LA,  roughly  25%  is  spent  on 
court  overtime.  Compensatory  time  is  factored  into  the  overtime  equation  with  the  18 
District  Commanders  directed  to  spend  75%  of  their  overtime  allocation  for  cash 
overtime  and  25%  for  compensatory  overtime.  Mathematically,  since  25%  of  overtime  is 
attributable  to  court  overtime  and  25%  of  the  overtime  expenditxires  can  be  in  the  form  of 
compensatory  time,  it  neatly  works  out  that  court  overtime  is  treated  as  compensatory 
time  credit.  District  Commanders  are  provided  with  regular  management  reports  which 
highlights  overtime  expenditures  and  any  deviations  from  mean  values  must  be  justified 
in  writing. 

In  an  earlier  memorandum,  I  explained  the  rationale  behind  the  limitation  on 
compensatory  time  was  designed  to  maximize  the  number  of  officers  on  the  street. 
Generally,  LA's  philosophy  is  that  by  paying  cash  for  the  majority  of  overtime 
expenditures,  the  force  isn't  short-staffed  when  officers  use  their  accumulated 
compensatory  time.  If  all  $45  million  could  be  awarded  as  compensatory  time  in  lieu  of 
paying  cash,  then  2,250,000  hours  of  compensatory  time  would  be  distributed  in  a  year's 
time  (assuming  a  compensation  rate  of  $20  per  hour).  As  a  point  of  comparison,  the 
average  person  works  1 760  hours  in  a  years'  time,  or  220  eight-hour  days.  Thus,  at  this 
level  of  compensatory  overtime,  1278  officers  would  be  required  to  work  additional  eight 
hours  shifts  every  working  day  of  the  year.  Since  LA  limits  compensatory  time  to  25% 
of  overtime  expenditures,  562,500  hours  or  320  officers  working  extended  eight  hour 
shifts  becomes  necessary.  Alternatively,  LA's  7300  officers  would  each  have  to  work  77 
hours  of  compensatory  overtime  per  year. 

The  first  key  to  the  success  of  realizing  a  savings  through  an  on-call  system  is  to 
have  officers  stay  at  home  until  they  are  needed  to  testify.  This  way,  officers  are  paid 
only  for  the  two  hour  on-call  time  unless  they  are  instructed  to  report  to  court.  The 
second  key  to  success  is  to  limit  the  number  of  officers  called  as  witnesses.  This  measure 
is  a  policy  and  procedural  matter  between  the  prosecutor's  office  and  the  police 
department 

In  Washington,  several  steps  have  been  taken  to  limit  the  number  of  officers  used 
as  witnesses  at  trial.  First,  MPD  has  modified  their  procedures  whereby  one  officer  will 
be  designated  as  the  Lead  Officer  at  a  crime  scene.  The  intent  behind  this  modification  is 
to  limit  the  number  of  officers  necessary  to  either  establish  the  chain  of  custody  of 
evidence  or  the  events  that  transpired  at  the  scene. 

Second,  the  Computer  Assisted  Notification  System  (CANS)  has  been  enhanced 
in  several  respects.  CANS  automatically  flags  any  cases  where  more  than  eight  officers 
are  being  CANS'ed  per  case.  The  flagging  is  done  by  the  Police  Liaison  Office  who  is 
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responsible  for  contacting  the  Assistant  United  Stotes  Attorney  (AUSA)  initiating  the 
CANS  for  justification. 

Third,  MPD  officers  now  have  a  calendar  on  which  they  are  to  indicate  their  work 
schedule.  This  is  presented  to  the  AUSA  assigned  to  the  case  to  enable  the  AUSA  to 
request  a  court  date  based  on  the  officer's  availability  on  a  day  shift  cycle.  Although  this 
calendar  will  originally  be  annotated  by  hand,  it  will  ultimately  be  generated  by  computer 
requiring  the  officer  to  indicate  only  adjustments.  To  facilitate  scheduling,  the  system 
will  use  the  Criminal  Justice  Information  System  (CJIS)  as  the  platform  for  every 
automated  improvement.  The  single  most  significant  contribution  that  the  Superior  Court 
can  make  to  the  reduction  of  police  overtime  is  to  go  on-line  with  CJIS  (while  reaping  a 
tremendous  cost-savings  through  the  reduction  of  data-entry  time  and  realizing  a  greater 
degree  of  accuracy  in  our  data). 

Fourth,  the  Chief  of  Police's  Office  is  being  paid  electronically  through  the  new 
automated  time  and  attendance  system.  The  conversion  from  manually-kept  time  and 
attendance  records  has  gone  relatively  smoothly;  apparently  too  fast.  Judy  Banks,  D.C. 
Office  of  Pay  and  Retirement,  has  instructed  MPD  to  slow  down  paying  their  officers 
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electronically.  I  can  speculate  as  to  the  reasons.  When  MPD  gets  the  green  light  to 
proceed,  Patrol  Services  is  the  next  to  come  on-line,  to  be  followed  by  the  Office  of 
Finance  and  Budget. 

2.  Calendaring  Traffic  Cases  based  on  the  Availability  of  the  OfRcer 

LAPD  Officers  are  assigned  to  traffic  court  two  days  per  month.  Cases  in  which 
the  officer  issued  a  citation  or  made  an  arrest  are  scheduled  only  on  these  days.  LA  is 
testing  this  system  to  assess  its  effectiveness.  If  it  is  successful,  it  is  tentatively  planned 
to  be  implemented  for  misdemeanors  as  well. 

In  DC,  the  calendar  system  mentioned  earlier  is  similar  to  the  LA  approach.  The 
difference  is  that  LAPD  officers  are  assigned  to  traffic  court  two  days  per  month  but 
MPD  officers  fill  out  a  calendar  indicating  their  availability  for  all  cases. 

3.  Analyzing  17,000  Records 

The  Mayor  of  LA  commissioned  a  task  force  to  evaluate  the  issue  of  police 
overtime.  They  have  not  issued  a  final  report  but  I  have  been  promised  a  copy  when  it  is 
issued.  The  task  force  reviewed  1 7,000  case  records  to  isolate  the  primary  contributory 
causes  of  police  overtime.  Anecdotally,  roughly  80%  of  the  overtime  that  has  been 
evaluated  thus  &r  has  been  deemed  to  be  unnecessary.  A  similar  evaluation  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  might  produce  similar  findings. 
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D.C.  Court  System 
Question 

1.  Language  was  included  in  the  FY  1994  appropriations  act 
transferring  $1,025,000  and  11  positions  to  your  office  to 
perform  janitorial  services  and  as  I  recall,  you  were  not 
pleased  with  the  quality  of  maintenance. 

a.  Are  you  now  doing  all  of  the  custodial  work? 

b.  Has  the  quality  improved. 


Answer 

1.  a.  Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Courts  were 
transferred  the  resources  and  the  responsibility  to 
manage  all  custodial  and  related  work  associatea  with 
maintaining  buildings  from  which  the  Courts  function. 

b.  As  a  result  of  these  transfers,  the  quality  of 
janitorial,  pest  control,  window  washing,  trash 
collection  and  landscaping  has  improved  significantly. 
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Judges'  Retirement  System 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  Judges'  Retirement  System  provides  annuity  payments  and  other  retirement  and  disability 
benefits  for  the  District  of  Columbia  judge  retirees  and  survivors. 

Program  Description 

The  system  administers  active  employees'  retirement  withholdings  and  the  District's  payment  to  the 
retirement  fund.   The  benefits  include  pension  payments  and  refund  payments  of  retirement 
contributions  to  the  employees  who  leave  the  retirement  system  before  attaining  or  vesting 
retirement  eligibility.   These  payments  are  financed  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  from  active  employees' 
retirement  withholdings  and  the  District's  General  Fund  contribution.   The  latter  payment  is  known 
as  the  net  pay-as-you-go. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $5,100,000  and  0.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $300,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FT  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $4,800,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no  change 
in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

The  increase  of  $300,000  in  the  FY  1995  proposed  budget  is  based  on  a  statutory  stipulation  which 
requires  the  District  to  maintain  an  actuarially-determined  budget  level.   The  increase  is  reflected  in 
the  inflation/amortization  component  of  the  District's  payment  due  to  the  statutory  application  of  the 
funding  formula. 

Under  the  current  funding  method,  the  District's  required  pension  payments  are  projected  to  increase 
significantly  over  the  next  several  years.    However,  these  payments  will  not  be  sufficient  to  amortize 
the  unfunded  pension  liability.   District  strategies  call  for  a  shared  solution  with  the  Federal 
government,  organized  labor  and  other  parties  to  institute  plan  reforms  and  to  reduce  the  District's 
unfunded  liability. 
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Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FG) 


Programs 

Sumng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 

Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

03  Judges'  ReUremenl 
Sysleni 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.100 

4.800 

4.800 

5.100 

ToUl  Agency 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.300 

4.800 

4.800 

."i.lOO 

ApproprUUd  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4^00 

4,800 

4,800 

5,100 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra- DIslrict  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

ao 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

no 

0.0 

on 

0.0 

0 

0 

u 

0 

Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (FG) 


Measures 

FY92 

FV93 

FY  94 

FV95 

Average  Disability  Annuity 

$64,435 

$68,505 

$68,505 

$64,859 

Average  .Service  Annuity 

$68,868 

570.972 

$70,972 

$79..549 

Average  Survivors  Annuity 

$36,668 

$38,871 

$38,871 

$42,960 

Number  of  Disability  Retirements  on  the  Rolls 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Number  of  .Service  Retirements  on  the  Rolls 

40 

39 

39 

39 

Number  of  Survivors  on  (he  Roils 

11 

9 

9 

11 

Table  III        Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FG) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUITIng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY93 
Actual 

FYM 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

0 

0 

0 

.0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

n 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

OO 

00 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  Persooal  Services 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nan  Personal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

4.300 

4.800 

4.80O 

5.100 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

4.300 

4.800 

4.800 

5.11X1 

TOTAL  AGENt  Y 

0.0 

0.0 

OO 

ao 

4.300 

4,800 

4.800 

5.100 
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Wednesday,  May  18,  1994. 
governmental  direction  and  support 

BOARD  OF  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENTS  AND 

APPEALS 

WITNESSES 

GEORGE  CLARKE,  CHAIRMAN 

DORETHA  MCCALLUM,  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICER 
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Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals  (BRPAA)  is  to  ensure  that  real 
property,  which  comes  before  the  Board  for  review,  is  assessed  at  100  percent  of  its  market  value 
and  in  equalization  with  similar  properties. 

Agency  Description 

The  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals  examines  real  property  assessment  appeals 
from  property  owners  or  their  representatives.   The  Board  is  required  by  law  to  review  all  appeals, 
render. decisions,  and  submit  the  revised  assessment  roll  to  the  Mayor  no  later  than  May  20th  of  each 
year.    Hearings  are  scheduled  before  two-  or  three-member  panels.    Decisions  are  rendered  based  on 
written  evidence  submitted  by  the  petitioner  and  data  from  the  Assessor's  office.   The  IS-member 
Board  is  appointed  by  the  Mayor  with  the  consent  of  the  District's  Council.    All  board  members 
serve  on  an  as-needed  basis  during  the  year  and  receive  compensation. 

In  addition,  increased  public  awareness  of  the  Board  is  accomplished  through  its  community  outreach 
efforts.   The  major  programs  of  the  agency  are: 

■  Hearings  -  residential  and  commercial  real  property  assessment  appeals. 

■  Inspections  -  includes  residential  and  commercial  properties. 

■  Legislative  Issues  -  establish  and  respond  to  legislative  issues. 

■  Community  Outreach  -  includes  speaking  at  civic  associations,  ANC  meetings,  broadcast 
interviews  and  speaking  at  other  public  relations  presentations. 

■  Administrative  Direction  and  Support  -  includes  all  agency  management,  administration  and 
support  activities,  board  meetings,  and  meetings  with  other  departments  as  they  relate  to  the 
assessment  appeal  process. 

■  Meetings  -  includes  board  meetings  to  address  current  issues  and  to  discuss  ways  to  enhance 
curtent  operations  and  Board  procedures.    Also  includes  meetings  with  other  departments 
relating  to  the  assessment  appeal  process. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:   The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $453,000  and  5.0  full-time  equivalent  (FTE) 

positions,  an  increase  of  $160,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $293,000  and  5.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of 
$32,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 
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Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals 


Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  In  FY  1994  and  FY  1995,  $32,000  is  reduced  from  Other  Services  and  Charges  for  board 
member  compensation. 

■  In  FY  1995,  $40,000  is  reduced  from  Other  Services  and  Charges  for  board  member 
compensation  as  an  administrative  cost  reduction. 

■  In  FY  1995,  an  increase  of  $128,000  in  personal  services  and  nonpersonal  services  would 
provide  full  personal  services  funding;  additional  funding  for  board  member  compensation; 
supplies;  and  other  related  expenditures  as  a  result  of  proposed  legislation  to  expand  the  appeal 
season. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  increase  of  funds  in  FY  1995  will  provide  the  Board  with  adequate  funding  as  a 
result  of  permanent  legislation,  which  expands  the  time  period  to  process  real  property  assessment 
appeal  cases.    The  time  frame  will  change  from  the  current  period,  February  1st  through  May  20th  to 
Janauary  1st  through  July  21st.   This  expansion  would  allow  the  Board  additional  time  to  hear  and 
decide  cases.   This  revision  will  provide  a  more  efficient  and  effective  process  as  a  result  of  the 
constandy  increasing  caseload.    In  addition,  the  Board  membership  will  increase  from  15  to  18 
members.    In  FY  1994,  the  Board  will  face  a  challenge  because  emergency  legislation  was  passed 
which  immediately  implements  the  changes  approved  in  the  permanent  legislation. 

Impacts:    In  FY  1994,  the  agency  will  not  be  able  to  implement  the  legislative  changes  which 
expand  the  time  period  to  process  real  property  assessment  appeal  cases  due  to  insufficient  funding. 
In  FY  1995,  the  Board  will  continue  to  focus  on  cost-effective  strategies  to  prudently  utilize 
resources  to  carry  out  the  expanded  mission  despite  the  proposed  increase  in  funding. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (DA) 


Programs 

surfing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                    | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY»4 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

10  Bd.of  Real  Prop.  Assess. 
&  Appeals 

1.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

282 

325 

293 

453 

Total  Agency 

1.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

282 

325 

293 

453 

Appropriated  Funds 

1.0 

s.o 

5.0 

S.O 

282 

325 

293 

453 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

intra-Dlstrlct  Ftinds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals 


Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  program  performance  measures  and  service  excellence  objectives  are  essential  to  the  real 
property  assessment  appeal  process  in  that  they  provide  an  overview  of  service  delivery  and 
measures. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (DA) 


Measure 

FY92 

FY93 

FY  94 

FY95 

CoRimlttee  Meetings 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Community  Outreach 

6 

24 

24 

24 

Full  Board  Meetings 

4 

6 

6 

10 

Number  of  Appeals  Received 

5.060 

5.500 

5.500 

6,000 

Percent  of  Appeals  by  Categor;-  Class 

67 

67 

67 

67 

Percent  of  Appeab  by  Category-  Vacant  Land 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Percent  of  Appeals  by  Category -Class  1 

32 

32 

32 

32 

Percent  of  Appeals  Completed 

100 

lOf) 

100 

100 

Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (DA) 


Expenditure  Type 

Sumng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                      { 

ini'93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
f*roposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

1.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

43 

79 

79 

125 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

0 

39 

39 

45 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

11 

29 

29 

41 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

1.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

54 

147 

147 

211 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

2 

3 

3 

8 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communkatloas 

8 

3 

3 

6 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Otiier  .Services  &  Cliarges 

174 

137 

105 

198 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

44 

35 

35 

30 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

228 

178 

146 

242 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

10 

5,0 

50 

50 

282 

325 

2sn 

453 
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Mr.  Dkon.  Next,  we  have  the  Board  of  Real  Property  Assess- 
ments and  Appeals,  and  we  have  before  us  Mr.  George  Clarke,  the 
chairperson  of  the  Board. 

The  Board  is  requesting  $453,000  and  five  full-time  equivalent 
positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  a  net  increase  of  $128,000 
above  the  enacted  FY  1994  appropriation  and  no  change  in  the 
number  of  positions. 

introduction  of  witnesses 

We  have  with  us  the  chairperson,  Mr.  George  Clarke.  Please 
identify  the  young  lady  with  you. 

Mr.  Clarke.  With  me,  I  have  Ms.  Doretha  McCallum.  She  is  the 
administrative  officer  for  the  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments 
and  Appeals. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Welcome  to  the  Committee. 

PREPARED  statement  OF  CHAIRPERSON 

Mr.  Clark,  if  you  have  a  prepared  statement,  we  will  be  pleased 
to  receive  it  for  the  record. 
Mr.  Clark.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF 

GEORGE  CLARKE,  CHAIRPERSON 

BOARD  OF  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENTS  AND  APPEALS 

BEFORE  THE 

U.S. HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOMMITTEE 

HONORABLE  JULIAN  DIXON,  CHAIRPERSON 

MAY  18,  1994 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUBCOM- 
MITTEE,  AS  THE  RECENTLY  APPOINTED  CHAIRPERSON  OF  THE  BOARD  OF 
REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENTS  AND  APPEALS,  FORMERLY,  THE  BOARD  OF 
EQUALIZATION  AND  REVIEW,  I  WELCOME  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SUMMARIZE 
THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST. 

THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST  IS   $525,000  INCLUDING  THREE 
CONTINUING  FULL-TIME  POSITIONS  AND  TWO  TERM  FULL-TIME  POSITIONS. 

THE  BOARD  OF  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENTS  AND  APPEALS  HAS  RESPONDED 
TO  MANY  CHALLENGES,  RECOGNIZING  THE  MANY  CHANGES  IN  THE 
DISTRICT'S  REAL  ESTATE  MARKET.   AS  THE  RECENTLY  APPOINTED 
CHAIRPERSON,  I  INTEND  TO  CONTINUE  IN  THE  STRIDE  TO  ADDRESS  THE 
CITY'S  GROWING  NEEDS.   INTENSIVE  CHANGES  OCCURRING  WITH  THE  BOARD 
DURING  THE  PAST  SEVERAL  YEARS  HAVE  MADE  THE  AGENCY  MORE  COMMUNITY 
RESPONSIVE  AND  BETTER  ABLE  TO  DEVELOP  POLICIES  WHICH  REFLECT  THE 
CURRENT  REAL  ESTATE  MARKET  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

AS  YOU  ARE  AWARE,  FROM  PREVIOUS  TESTIMONIES,  THE  BOARD'S  MANDATE 
TO  REVIEW  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSMENT  APPEALS  FILED  BY  THE  DISTRICT 
OF  COLUMBIA  TAXPAYERS,  HAS  BEEN  CARRIED  OUT  PRIMARILY  IN  THE 
SPRING  OF  EACH  YEAR.   THE  APPEAL  PROCESS  HAS  GROWN  MORE  DEMANDING 
AND  COMPLEX  OVER  THE  YEARS  AND  REQUIRES  MORE  TIME,  GREATER 
EFFORT,  EXPERTISE  AND  MEMBERSHIP.   CONSEQUENTLY,  RECENT 
LEGISLATION  HAS  EXPANDED  THE  APPEAL  SEASON  AND  INCREASED  THE 
BOARD  MEMBERSHIP  FROM  FIFTEEN  MEMBERS  TO  EIGHTEEN  MEMBERS. 

THE  BUDGET  REQUEST  I  PRESENT  TO  YOU  REFLECTS  THE  BOARD'S 
DEVELOPING  FISCAL  NEEDS.   THERE  IS  ALWAYS  UNCERTAINTY  IN  OUR 
PLANNING  BECAUSE  MUCH  OF  OUR  COSTS  ARE  BASED  ON  THE  REACTION  OF 
THE  COMMUNITY  TO  REAL  ESTATE  ASSESSMENTS  IN  A  GIVEN  Y£AR.   WE 
PROJECT  SUCH  ITEMS,  AS  MANDATED  FOR  BOARDMEMBER  COMPENSATION, 
EMPLOYEE  SALARIES,  SUPPLIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  AND  ON  OUR  KNOWLEDGE 
OF  CURRENT  REAL  ESTATE  CONDITIONS. 

ON  THIS  BASIS,  I  PRESENT  THE  BOARD'S  FISCAL  YEAR  1995 
APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  REQUEST,  CONFIDENT  THAT,  WITH  THE  FISCAL 
RESTRAINTS  UNDER  WHICH  WE  ARE  BOUND,  WE  CONTINUE  TO  MAKE  A 
CONCERTED  EFFORT  TO  ENSURE  THAT  WE  EFFECTIVELY  MEET  OUR  MANDATE 
TO  THE  TAXPAYERS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Clark,  if  you  want  to  make  some  brief  comments, 
we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  them  at  this  time. 

Remarks  of  Chairperson 

Mr.  Clarke.  I  have  a  brief  statement.  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mem- 
bers of  the  District  of  Columbia  Subcommittee,  as  the  recently  ap- 
pointed chairperson  of  the  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and 
Appeals,  formerly  the  Board  of  Equalization  and  Review,  I  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  summarize  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request. 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  is  $453,000,  including  three 
continuing  full-time  positions  and  two  term  full-time  positions. 

The  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals  has  re- 
sponded to  many  challenges,  recognizing  the  many  changes  in  the 
District's  real  estate  market.  As  the  recently  appointed  chair- 
person, I  intend  to  continue  in  the  stride  to  address  the  cit^s  grow- 
ing needs.  Intensive  changes  occurring  with  the  board  during  the 
past  several  years  have  made  the  agency  more  community  respon- 
sive and  better  able  to  develop  policies  which  reflect  the  current 
real  estate  market  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

As  you  are  aware  from  previous  testimony,  the  Board's  mandate 
to  review  real  property  assessment  appeals  filed  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  taxpayers  has  been  carried  out  primarily  in  the  spring  of 
each  year.  The  appeals  process  has  grown  more  demanding  and 
complex  over  the  years  and  requires  more  time,  greater  effort,  ex- 
pertise, and  membership.  Consequently,  recent  legislation  has  ex- 
panded the  appeal  season  and  increased  the  board  membership 
from  15  members  to  18  members. 

The  budget  request  I  present  to  you  reflects  the  Board's  develop- 
ing fiscal  needs.  There  is  always  uncertainty  in  our  planning  be- 
cause much  of  our  costs  are  based  on  the  reaction  of  the  community 
to  real  estate  assessments  in  a  given  year.  We  project  such  items, 
as  mandated  for  board  member  compensation,  employee  salziries, 
supplies  and  equipment,  and  on  our  knowledge  of  current  real  es- 
tate conditions. 

On  this  basis,  I  present  the  board's  fiscal  year  1995  appropriated 
budget  request  confident  that  with  the  fiscal  restraints  under 
which  we  are  bound,  we  continue  to  make  a  concerted  effort  to  en- 
sure that  we  effectively  meet  our  mandate  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  committee. 

assessment  rates 

Mr,  Dixon.  You  maintain  basically  two  assessment  rates,  one  for 
commercial  property  and  one  for  residential  property? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dexon.  What  is  the  assessment  on  each? 

Mr.  Clarke.  The  commercial  assessments,  we  haven't  broken 
that  down. 

Mr.  Dexon.  No,  I  mean  there  must  be  a  distinction  between  the 
assessment  you  make  on  my  home  versus  a  huge  building  down- 
town as  it  relates  to  the  rate;  the  rate  isn't  the  same. 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  equalization  rate. 
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Mr.  Clarke.  That  is  two  point  one-five  (2.15)  percent  for  com- 
mercial and  there  is  an  exemption  on  the  home;  homeowners  are 
provided  with  an  exemption  for  their  personal  residences. 

Mr,  Dixon.  Right.  So  are  you  telling  me  that  the  rate  is  the  same 
but  it  may  turn  out  to  be  less  money  because  the  homeowner  files 
a  homestead  exemption  certificate? 

Mr.  Clarke.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  the  rate  on  commercial  and  residential  properties 
the  same? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Actually  for  residential  properties,  the  rate  is  96 
cents  per  $100  of  assessed  value,  and  $2.15  per  $100  for  commer- 
cial properties. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  what  I  am  asking.  So  it  is  96  cents  versus 
$2.15? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Right. 

APPEALS  SUCCESS  RATE 

Mr.  DrxON.  It  is  your  board  that  would  hear  my  appeal  if  I  didn't 
like  the  amount  I  was  assessed  or  I  thought  the  building  was  worth 
only  $75,000  and  you  have  it  assessed  at  $100,000? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Over  the  last  three  years,  if  you  can  tell  me,  what 
has  been  the  rate  of  success  for  those  people  who  have  appealed  on 
the  commercial  side? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Over  the  past  three  years  for  years  1992  and  1993 
and  1994 — ^you  are  looking  for  the  percentage  of  people  who  have 
favorable  decisions  as  opposed  to  those  who  get  sustained? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Clarke.  I  don't  think  I  can  break  that  out  from  the  data 
that  I  have  here. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  other  words,  come  on,  you  are  not  telling  me  that 
you  don't  know  how  many  people  out  of  100  had  their  appeal  sus- 
tained? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Yes,  we  do.  I  have  it  here,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  For  1994,  what  is  the  rate  of  success  on  commercial 
property  where  they  appealed  the  assessment? 

Mr.  Walsh.  Basically,  what  you  are  asking  for  is  what  percent 
was  reduced. 

Mr.  Clarke.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  Any  way  you  want  to  put  it. 

Ms.  McCallum.  As  far  as  the  Class  4  properties,  commercial 
properties,  59  percent  were  reduced  as  a  result  of  people  filing  ap- 
peals. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Fifty-nine  percent. 

Ms.  McCallum.  And  residential,  67  percent. 

number  of  appeals  filed 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  can  you  give  me  a  number  now  as  to  how  many 
cases  on  commercial  were  filed;  just  how  many  were  filed? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Okay.  Out  of  1,455  Class  4  properties,  861  were 
reduced. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  what  are  Class  4  properties? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Class  4  properties  are  commercial  properties;  to 
include  office  buildings,  stores,  banks,  restaurants,  etc. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Give  it  to  me  again. 

Ms.  McCallum.  Out  of  a  total  of  1,455  cases,  861  were  reduced. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now  what  are  the  numbers  for  the  residential  side? 

Ms.  McCallum.  For  the  residential  Class  1,  owner-occupied 
properties,  out  of  792  cases,  533  were  reduced. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Can  you  go  back  one  more  year? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Yes,  sir.  For  1993  for  Class  1,  owner-occupied 
properties,  61  percent  were  reduced.  Out  of  1,245  properties  that 
were  filed,  765  were  reduced.  Class  4,  commercial  properties,  34 
percent  were  reduced.  Out  of  1,323  filings,  445  were  reduced. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  on  the  commercial  side,  it  has  been  running  the 
last  couple  of  years  roughly  around  40  percent  if  you  take  the  30 
and  the  50? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  it  is  running  around  50  percent  or  better  on  the 
residential  side? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

IMPACT  OF  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  does  all  that  mean,  other  than  the  District  not 
getting  the  anticipated  revenue  that  they  think  they  are  going  to 
collect. 

Mr.  Clarke.  Well,  it  also  reflects  the  state  of  the  economy.  When 
the  assessors  are  assessing  the  property  by  the  mass  appraisal 
technique,  they  come  up  with  a  number  which  is  projected.  TTie 
District  is  mandated  to  assess  properties  at  100  percent  of  their 
fair  market  value.  When  you  have  fluctuations  or  changes  in  the 
economic  market,  then,  as  you  know,  which  has  been  on  the  down- 
side for  the  past  few  years 

FLAWS  in  assessment  PROCEDURE 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  that  another  way  of  sa5dng  there  are  flaws  in  the 
assessment  procedure? 

Mr.  Clarke.  Well,  there  are  some  difficulties  when  it  comes  to 
timing,  regarding  the  assessment. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  do  you  mean  by  that? 

Mr.  Clarke.  The  assessors  have  to  perform  their  work  during 
the  year,  and  the  building  owners  can  use  their  most  current  eco- 
nomic information  which  doesn't  always  coincide  with  the  timing 
that  the  assessor  does  his  assessment,  and  at  the  time  that  the  as- 
sessor does  his  assessment  on  a  mass  appraisal  basis,  all  of  the 
specific  nuances  to  certain  buildings  is  not  available,  so  there  can 
be  discrepancies. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  understand  the  problem,  and  I  am  not  criticizing 
it,  but  when  you  have  about  50  percent  of  those  appealing  getting 
their  assessments  reduced,  it  tells  me  that  there  are  a  large  group 
of  people  out  there  that  may  be  paying  more  than  they  really 
should  because  for  whatever  reason  they  don't  take  the  time  to  pur- 
sue an  appeal. 

Mr.  Clarke.  Well,  there  are 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  seems  like  some  kind  of  adjustment  where  you 
have  50  percent  of  the  people  getting  their  assessments  reduced, 
and  you  are  doing  a  good  job  on  the  api)eals  side.  Am  I  coming 
across? 
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Mr.  Clarke.  Yes,  I  iinderstand  what  you  are  saying.  There  are 
a  number  of  people  who  do  appeal  and  the  numbers  of  people  who 
come  before  us  genersdly,  and  especially  the  commercial  people 
come  because  they  have  a  reason  or  they  have  noticed  something, 
so  in  many  cases  they  will  make  the  case  for  the  reason  that  they 
came.  Of  course,  a  lot  of  people  who  feel  their  assessment  is  correct 
will  not  come,  so  that 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes,  but  a  lot  of  people  who  feel  that  their  assess- 
ment is  not  correct  will  not  pursue  an  appeal.  I  said  last  year  that 
I  wished  at  that  point  in  time  I  could  have  sold  my  home  for  the 
assessed  value.  I  would  have  taken  it  immediately,  but  I  have  not 
filed  any  appeals.  And  there  are  people  here  who  probably  for 
whatever  reason  just  say,  "Okay,  it  is  not  that  much  that  I  would 
save,  go  ahead.  If  I  go  down  there  I  will  stand  around  and  I  will 
have  to  document  my  case  and  I  have  to  get  comparable^,  so  it  is 
not  worth  it." 

It  is  like  a  traffic  ticket  where  you  think  you  are  not  at  fault  but 
it  is  only  $25.  If  I  want  to  appeal,  it  is  going  to  take  me  all  day — 
not  just  in  this  jurisdiction  but  other  jurisdictions  as  well — ^to  go 
down  there  and  hassle.  And  I  have  lost  the  time  I  spent  on  phone 
calls  and  money  and  my  employer  is  on  me  about  not  showing  up 
for  work,  and  at  the  end  of  the  day  I  saved  $25  or  $35,  so  I  am 
going  to  go  ahead  and  pay  the  ticket.  It  is  the  nuisance  value. 

Mr.  Clarke.  I  am  sure  there  are  some  people  who  may  be  of  that 
mind  set,  but  what  we  have  done  with  our  community  outreach  is 
we  have  included  in  each  of  the  taxpayers'  packages  and  in  their 
hand  booklet,  the  process  on  how  to  file  em  appeal. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Do  you  tell  them  in  that  package  that  roughly  50  per- 
cent win  their  cases?  Do  you  give  them  the  statistics? 

Mr.  Clarke.  No,  we  don't. 

Mr.  Dixon.  If  they  knew  the  statistics,  that  50  percent  of  the 
people  who  file  appeals  get  a  reduction  that  would  get  their  atten- 
tion. I  mean,  that  would  stimulate  them  pretty  good. 

Mr.  Walsh? 

potential  for  appeals  to  result  in  higher  assessment 

Mr,  Walsh.  In  our  board  of  assessment  review  in  Syracuse,  I 
don't  think  the  numbers  are  anything  like  that,  but  one  of  the 
things  they  do  that  people  complain  about  is  the  underlined  state- 
ment in  bold  dark  ink,  that  conceivably,  your  assessment  could  pos- 
sibly go  up  if  you  challenge  the  assessment,  which  kind  of  deters 
those  sorts  of  challenges.  I  am  not  sure,  but  I  think  it  is  probably 
legal  to  do  that. 

revenue  reductions  resulting  from  appeals 

Mr.  Walsh.  On  the  residential  reductions  for  any  given  year, 
could  you  give  us  the  total  dollar  amount?  Not  in  assessed  valu- 
ation but  in  actual  loss  of  property  tax  revenue  for  that  year  for 
residents. 

Ms.  McCallum.  For  tax  year  1994,  Class  1  properties,  the  reve- 
nue impact  was  $251,500. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Two  hundred  fifty-one  thousand  dollars  for  how 
many  reductions? 
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Ms.  McCallum.  For  533  cases  that  were  reduced  out  of  792 
total. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Okay.  So  it  is  more  than  $25,  but  it  is  not  a  huge 
impact  on  your  assessed  valuation. 

How  about  the  commercial  properties? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Commercial  properties  for  the  1994  tax  year, 
Class  4  properties,  the  total  was  $33,235,600. 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  many  cases? 

Ms.  McCallum.  Eight  hundred  and  sixty-one  cases  reduced  out 
of  a  total  of  1,455. 

ECONOMY  IMPACTS  NUMBER  OF  APPEALS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Is  that  30,  40,  50  percent  for  commercial  reductions? 
Is  that  sort  of  an  aberration  over  the  past  10  or  15  years?  When 
I  first  came  to  Washington  everybody  said,  buy  a  house  because 
property  values  are  escalating  dramatically,  so  I  would  suspect 
that  four  or  five  years  ago  people  were  not  coming  in  for  assess- 
ment reductions  because  they  were  probably  underassessed.  Is  that 
the  case? 

Mr.  Clarke.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  when  property  values  turn  around  again  will 
those  numbers  go  down? 

Mr.  Clarke.  They  should.  In  fact,  this  year  we  are  still  seeing 
a  great  deal  of  the  results  from  the  downturn  in  the  economy. 
Hopefully,  we  have  hit  the  bottom  of  the  trough. 

Mr.  Walsh.  But  you  could  have  a  fairly  large  exodus  of  residen- 
tial dwellers,  could  you  not,  and  does  anyone  track  whether  or  not 
they  are  property  owners  or  not? 

Mr.  Clarke.  We  haven't  specifically  tracked  whether  the  exodus 
is  property  owners  or  investor-owned  sales  of  properties,  but  as  I 
understand  from  information  that  I  have  come  across,  those  num- 
bers are  just  slightly  different  because  there  is  also  an  influx  of 
people  into  the  District  at  the  same  time,  but,  there  is  not  a  huge 
disparity  between  the  people  leaving  and  the  people  arriving. 

Mr.  Walsh.  No  other  questions. 

Mr.  DrxON.  Mr.  Clarke,  thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate 
your  attendance  here  today. 

Mr.  Clarke.  I  must  apologize.  I  was  confirmed  in  February  and 
so  a  lot  of  the  older  history  I  don't  have  and  I  thank  Ms.  McCallum 
for  her  assistance. 

Mr.  DiXON.  Well,  she  has  been  around  for  two  or  three  years 
with  us  and  we  appreciate  her  assistance. 
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BOARD  OF  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESBMEMTS  AMD  APPEALS  (BRPAA) 

1.   Explain  how  the  appeals  process  works  here  in  the  District. 

Rasponse:   When  property  owners  are  notified  by  the  Department 

of  Finance  and  Revenue  of  their  proposed  real  property 
assessments  for  the  upcoming  year,  they  may  file  an 
appeal  with  the  Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments 
and  Appeal.   Full-year  appeals  must  be  filed  no  later 
than  April  30th,  first-half  appeals  no  later  than 
March  30th  and  second-half  appeals  no  later  that 
September  30th  of  each  year. 

BRPAA  must  schedule,  hear  and  decide  all  appeals  by 
July  21st  of  each  year.   Owners  and/or  their 
representatives  may  request  an  appearance  before  the 
Board  or  request  that  the  appeal  is  decided  as  a 
non-appearance.   Hearings  are  scheduled  every  2  0-  30 
minutes.   Cases  are  scheduled  before  panels  of  three 
members  each.   Petitioners  and  assessors  are  notified 
of  the  hearings.   Information  is  forwarded  to  the 
Assessor's  Office  for  comments  by  the  assessor 
assigned  to  a  particular  neighborhood.   The  Board 
considers  information  submitted  by  the  petitioner, 
assessor,  inspection  and/or  knowledge  of  the  property, 
area,  location  and  other  revelant  factors.   Property 
owners  and/or  their  representatives  are  notified 
of  the  Board's  decision.   The  petitioner  has  the  right 
to  appeal  an  adverse  decision  of  the  Board  to  the  D.C. 
Superior  Court,  Tax  Division. 


2.   What  percentage  of  appeals  by  commercial  property  owners 

resulted  in  a  lower  assessment  and  what  percentage  resulted 
in  a  higher  assessment? 

a.  What  was  the  percentage  for  the  residential  property 
owners? 

b.  What  was  the  net  effect  of  the  Board's  decisions  on 
commercial  property  appeals  as  far  as  revenue  for  the 
District? 

Response:   The  tax  year  1995  assessment  appeal  statistics 
reports  are  attached. 
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3 .   Please  provide  for  the  record  a  breakdown  of  assessment 

appeals  by  class  showing  the  number  reviewed  and  reduced  both 
by  absolute  number  and  as  a  percentage  of  appeals  and  net 
revenue  impact.   Also  please  show  what  percentage  of  the 
appeals  resulted  in  a  higher  assessment. 

Response:   The  tax  year  1995  assessment  appeal  statistics  reports 
are  attached. 


4.   For  the  record,  please  provide  a  list  of  the  board  members, 
there  occupations,  and  the  date  their  terms  expire. 

Response:   Attached  is  a  listing  of  the  current  members  of  the 
Board  of  Real  Property  Assessments  and  Appeals. 

(See  Attachment  on  page  8741i) 
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(Sea  Question  4   on  pagae  874b) 
BOARD  OF  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSESSEMENT  AND  APPEALS 

BOARD  MEMBER  LIST 
FY  1994/95 


HAME 

SUSAN  L,  ANDERSON 
GEORGE  CLARKE 
CHARLES  E.  COTTEN 
DESMOND  P.  FOYNES 
JACQUELINE  V.  HELM 
CLIFTINE  JONES 
ROBERT  W.  MAFFIN 
HARRY  T.  MARTIN 
NORMA  J.  MARTIN 
JANE  A.  McNEW 
ROBERTA  MITCHELL 
JAMES  L.  POWELL 
J.  ANTHONY  ROMERO 
FRANCES  D.  TAYLOR 


OCCDPATION 

DEVELOPMENT  MANAGER 

MORTGAGE  BANKER 

REAL  ESTATE  AGENT 

REAL  ESTATE  APPRAISER 

ATTORNEY 

REAL  ESTATE  BROKER 

CONSULTANT 

REAL  ESTATE  PROFESSIONAL 

REAL  ESTATE  APPRAISER 

REALESTATE  APPRAISER 

REAL  ESTATE  BROKER 

MANUFACTURER 

LEASING  AGENT 

REAL  ESTATE  AGENT 


TERM  EXPIRATION 

7/31/98 

1/13/96 

12/31/95 

7/31/98 

7/31/98 

12/31/97 

12/31/95 

12/31/94 

12/31/95 

12/31/98 

12/31/95 

12/31/96 

12/31/94 

12/31/95 
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Wednesday,  May  18,  1994. 
pubuc  safety  and  justice 

PRETRIAL  SERVICES  AGENCY 

WITNESSES 

JOHN  A.  CARVER,  DIRECTOR 

KATHRYN  BOYER,  DIRECTOR  OF  ADMINISTRATION 
DONNA  JONES,  BUDGET  DIRECTOR 

J.  DAVID  LEONARD,  DIRECTOR,  LEGISLATIVE  AFFAIRS,  OFFICE  OF 
THE  BUDGET 
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Pretrial  Services  Agency . 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency  is  to  assist  the  trial  and  appellate  levels  of  both  the 
federal  and  local  courts  in  determining  eligibility  for  pretrial  release  by  providing  background 
information  on  all  arrestees. 

Agency  Description 

As  a  neutral  fact-finder  in  the  bail  setting  process,  the  agency  strjves  to  enhance  pretrial  release 
decision  making  by  presenting  background  information  and  by  recommending  conditions  of  pretrial 
release  which  address  the  dual  concerns  of  community  safety  and  reappearance  in  court  The  agency 
seeks  to  identify  the  potential  risks  posed  by  a  defendant's  release  and  to  develop  safe,  suitable 
conditions  that  minimize  these  risks.  Major  activities  of  the  agency  include: 

■  Interviewing  and  preparing  pretrial  reports  and  release  recommendations  for  all  arrestees  in  the 
Superior  and  U.S.  District  Court,  supervising  court-ordered  release  conditions  and  reporting 
compliance  with  conditions  to  the  appropriate  judicial  officer. 

■  Coordinating,  with  local  police  authorities,  a  program  of  citation  release  in  lieu  of  overnight 
detention  for  persons  arrested  on  misdemeanor  charges. 

■  Assisting  the  court  by  intervening  and  resolving  outstanding  warrants  for  failure  to  appear,  thus 
saving  the  costs  associated  with  an  arrest. 

■  Analyzing  urine  samples  collected  from  both  juvenile  and  adult  arrestees  to  identify  illicit 
drug  use,  and  monitoring  defendants  released  with  drug-testing  conditions. 

■  Providing  the  criminal  justice  system  with  automated  arrest  and  case  processing  information, 
including  on-line  booking  and  criminal  history  data. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $4,658,000  and  101.0  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $67,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $3,449,000  and  87.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $90,000  and  no  change 
in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $1,209,000  and  14.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $23,000  and  no 
change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1SJ94  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $4,591,000  and  101.0 
FTEs,  an  increase  of  $1,232,000  and  an  increase  of  14.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 
The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $3,359,000  and  87.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 
FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 
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Pretrial  Services  Agency 


The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $1,232,000  and  14.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $1,232,000 
and  an  increase  of  14.0  FTEs  over  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■      FY  1994  and  FY  1995  federal  grant  funding  of  $1,187,000  and  an  increase  of  14  FTEs  will 
result  from  an  interagency  agreement  with  the  Center  for  Substance  Abuse  Treatment 
(CSAT),  a  component  of  the  Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration 
(U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services). 


An  increase  of  $90,000  in  FY  1995  is  requested  for  fringe  benefits. 


Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:  The  agency  continues  to  use  technology  and  automation  to  attain  maximum  efficiency 
and  cost  effectiveness.  However,  the  sheer  number  of  defendants  processed  requires  that  adequate 
staffing  levels  be  maintained.  The  agency  will  participate  in  a  major  new  initiative  -  the  Superior 
Court  Drug  Intervention  Program,  made  possible  through  an   interagency  agreement  with  CSAT. 

Impacts:    The  agency  will  continue  to  maintain  current  levels  of  services  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995, 
focusing  on  its  statutory  responsibilities  to  interview  arrestees,  supply  the  Court  with  background 
information  and  release  recommendations,  and  supervise  defendants  on  conditional  release  awaiting 
trial.   In  addition,  the  agency  will  participate  in  a  new  federal  interagency  agreement  sponsored  by 
the  Superior  Court  Drug  Intervention  Program.   The  project  will  measure  the  effectiveness  of 
structured  graduated  responses  to  positive  drug  tests.   It  is  expected  that  this  demonstration  project 
will  provide  CSAT  and  the  District  of  Columbia  with  significant  information  about  the  costs  versus 
benefits  of  substance  abuse  treatment  tied  to  direct  Court  supervision  in  monitoring  treatment. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FF) 


Programs 

Sumng  (FTE  Poslllaas) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FYM 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

01  Pretrial  Servica 

80.8 

87.0 

101.0 

101.0 

3.691 

3.359 

4.591 

4.658 

ToUl  Agency 

80.8 

87.0 

101.0 

101.0 

3.691 

3.359 

4.591 

4.658 

Appropriated  Funds 

7S.6 

87.0 

87.0 

87.0 

3,057 

3,359 

3,359 

3,449 

Federal  Funds 

0.2 

0.0 

140 

14.0 

85 

0 

1.187 

1.187 

intra-Dlstrict  Funds 

4.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

396 

0 

23 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

153 

0 

22 

22 

IKibllcUe^yanJMce-HJl 
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Table  n 


Agency  Outputs  (FF) 


Measures 

FY92 

FYW 

FY94 

FY95 

Arrestees  interviewed 

32^00 

34,650 

36280 

36280 

Criminal  Justice  Imfonnation  System 
Booldngs 

62,154 

62,723 

63,000 

63,150 

Drug  Cour1-#  enrolled  in  program 

0 

0 

250 

600 

Drug  Court-#  enrolled  in  Assessment  phase 

0 

0 

1,000 

1,500 

Drug  Court-#  Cases  Screened 

0 

0 

1,600 

2,600 

Follow-up  drug  tests 

38,000 

34,885 

36280 

36280 

Follow-up  Juvenile  tests 

8,500 

9,005 

9,725 

9,725 

Initial  drug  tests  of  adult  arrestees 

23,000 

29,528 

30,709 

30,709 

Initial  drug  tests  of  Juvenile  arrestees 

3,890 

3,865 

4,019 

4,019 

Intensive  Supervision  Cases  Placed 

430 

382 

397 

397 

Intensive  Supervision  Program  Cases  Screened 

2,550 

1.273 

1,324 

1,324 

Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FF) 


Expenditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY93 
Actual 

FYM 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FYW 
Actual 

FY<M 
Budget 

FY94 
RevUed 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

72.3 

87.0 

87.0 

87.0 

2,052 

2,391 

2,391 

2,391 

Other  Pa; 

3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

74 

82 

82 

82 

Additional  Cross  Pa; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

46 

79 

79 

79 

Fringe  BeneHts 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

422 

292 

292 

382 

Total  Personal  Services 

75.6 

87.0 

87.0 

87.0 

2,594 

2,844 

2.844 

2,934 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

201 

234 

234 

234 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

66 

57 

57 

57 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

106 

160 

160 

160 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

90 

64 

64 

64 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

463 

515 

515 

515 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

75.6 

87  0 

S7.n 

87.0 

3,057 

3.359 

3,359 

3,449 
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PRETRIAL  SERVICES  AGENCY 

Mr.  Dixon.  Next  we  have  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency.  We  will 
stand  in  recess  for  a  few  minutes  here. 

[Brief  Recess.] 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  Pretrial  Services  Agency  is  here  and  we  have  be- 
fore us  Mr.  John  Carver,  the  Director. 

The  Pretrial  Services  Agency  is  requesting  $3,449,000  and  87 
full-time  equivalent  positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  which  is  an  in- 
crease of  $90,000  above  the  FY  1994  enacted  appropriation  level 
and  no  change  in  the  number  of  positions. 

PREPARED  statement  OF  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Carver,  if  you  have  a  written  statement,  we  will  place  it  in 
the  record.  I  don't  have  any  questions  about  your  budget. 
[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

John  A.  Carver,  Director 
D.C.  Pretrial  Services  Agency 


Hearings  on  the  FY  1994  Revised  Budget  and  the  FY  1995  Budget 

Before  the  Subconunittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 


May  18,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you 
to  present  the  fiscal  year  1994  revised  budget  and  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of 
the  D.C.  Pretrial  Services  Agency.  In  accordance  with  D.C.  Code  23-1308,  this  budget 
was  approved  by  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency  Executive  Committee  on  December  21, 
1993.  We  are  requesting  $3,596,000,  and  88  fimded  full-time  equivalent  positions  for 
both  the  FY  1994  revised  budget  and  the  FY  1995  budget. 

This  budget  request  represents  an  increase  of  $237,000  and  one  position  from  the 
approved  1994  budget. 

As  I  indicated  in  my  transmittal  letter  to  the  Chair  last  week,  the  figures  contained 
in  the  Agency's  budget  request  do  not  correspond  to  the  figures  submittal  by  the  Office 
of  the  Budget,  and  printed  in  the  "Fiscal  Year  1995  Operations  Budget"  book. 

As  the  Subcommittee  knows,  this  Agency  has  never  exercised  its  independent 
authority  by  departing  from  the  normal  Executive  Branch  procedures  and  submitting  its 
own  budget  direcdy  to  Council.  I  understand  and  respect  the  difficult  process  that  both 
the  Mayor  and  the  Council  must  engage  in  each  year  to  set  priorities  and  make  funding 
decisions.  It  is  my  belief,  however,  that  the  budget  process  is  best  served  when  Council 
members  are  in  a  position  to  make  informed  decisions,  based  on  all  relevant  factors. 

There  are  just  two  areas  where  the  Agency's  budget  request  departs  from  the 
"official"  submission  of  the  Budget  Office. 

The  first  point  of  departure  is  in  the  area  of  fringe  benefits.  As  the  cost  of  health 
benefits  has  risen,  we  have  consistendy  sustained  deficits  in  this  category  —  a  cost  we 
caimot  control.  Our  true  deficit  in  fiscal  year  1993  for  fringe  benefits  was  -$194,000. 
Although  the  D.C.  Council  added  additional  funds  in  this  area,  there  remains  a  gap 
between  actual  costs  and  appropriated  funds  to  meet  these  costs.  This  gap  is  not 
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addressed  (or  even  mentioned)  in  the  Budget  Office  submission. 

The  second  point  of  departure  involves  a  computer  programmer  position  for  the 
Criminal  Justice  Information  System  (CJIS).  One  year  ago,  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency 
became  the  lead  agency  for  developing  the  Criminal  Justice  Information  System, 
inheriting  a  staff  of  six  technical  personnel  including  two  programmers.  This  is  a  very 
small  staff,  given  the  importance  of  CJIS  to  all  public  safety  agencies  and  the  need  to 
maintain  the  system  24  hours  per  day,  365  days  per  year.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Budget 
Office  proposed  cutting  one  programmer  position.  Following  instructions,  the  agency 
proceeded  to  describe  the  serious  negative  impact  that  would  result  from  this  reduction. 
The  Budget  Office  then  rewrote  the  impact  statement,  indicating  that  current  services 
could  be  maintained.  In  fact,  the  elimination  of  a  programmer  position  from  this  already 
under-fimded  effort  has  a  major  impact,  which  is  described  in  the  attached  budget 
document.  We  are  therefore  asking  for  an  additional  $44,000  to  fimd  this  position  -  the 
level  approved  for  fiscal  year  1993. 

Having  described  the  two  areas  where  the  Agency's  budget  differs  from  the 
document  submitted  by  the  Budget  Office,  I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  a  general  overview 
of  the  progress  and  accomplishments  of  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency. 

SUPERIOR  COURT  DRUG  INTERVENTION  PROGRAM 

I  am  very  pleased  to  inform  the  Subcommittee  that  our  Superior  Court  Drug 
Intervention  Program,  announced  last  October  by  Attorney  General  Reno  and  Dr.  Lee 
Brown,  is  up  and  running.   This  program  is  a  five  year  demonstration  project  funded 
through  an  interagency  agreement  between  The  Center  for  Substance  Abuse  Treatment 
(CSAT),  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  Pretrial  Services 
Agency.   The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  develop  and  identify  treatment  interventions 
that  will  successfiJly  break  the  vicious  cycle  of  drugs  and  crime  that  is  responsible  for 
much  of  the  serious  criminal  behavior  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Building  on  the  Superior  Court  felony  drug  master  calendaring  system  and  the 
Pretrial  Services  Agency's  Drug  Test  Management  System,  this  program  provides 
additional  treatment  interventions  to  felony  defendants  identified  as  having  serious 
substance  abuse  problems.   Drug  testing  is  a  key  tool  for  monitoring  the  treatment 
progress  of  drug  using  defendants.   The  Drug  Test  Management  System  uses  a 
computer  network,  bar  codes,  scanners,  and  an  on-site  drug  testing  analyzer  to 
manage  all  aspects  of  urine  sample  collection  and  testing  in  a  "paperless" 
environment.   Linking  this  system  to  the  courtroom  computer  network  allows  judges 
to  have  inmiediate  access  to  drug  test  histories  and  treatment  participation 
performance. 
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Providing  this  information  to  the  judge  is  critical.   The  judge  plays  an  essential 
role  in  this  program.   By  closely  monitoring  the  defendant's  treatment  progress,  the 
judge  can  use  his/her  authority  to  influence  treatment  outcomes  through  both  positive 
encouragement  when  defendants  are  performing  well  and  sanctioning  defendants  when 
they  do  not  perform  to  the  Court's  expectations. 

An  important  feature  of  this  program  is  immediate,  structured,  and  graduated 
responses  to  positive  test  results  or  treatment  participation  failures.   For  some 
defendants  this  will  mean  the  imposition  of  an  escalating  series  of  previously  agreed 
upon  sanctions  imposed  by  the  judge.   Other  defendants  will  be  placed  in  more 
intensive  treatment,  including  placement  in  a  30  day  residential  program.  In  either 
case,  it  is  the  defendant's  behavior  following  arrest  that  determines  the  intensity  of 
intervention  by  the  program. 

With  the  support  of  CSAT,  a  comprehensive  community  treatment  program 
located  in  the  court  complex  was  created  for  defendants  placed  in  this  program.  The 
treatment  approach  is  a  holistic  one  designed  to  provide  the  skills,  self  esteem  and 
community  resources  necessary  for  drug  dependant  individuals  to  escape  the  drug 
using  criminal  lifestyle  they  have  become  accustomed  to. 

This  treatment  program  is  only  one  part  of  a  coordinated  strategy  by  District  of 
Columbia  agencies  dealing  with  criminal  offenders  at  various  stages  of  the  legal 
process.  This  network  of  agencies,  which  includes  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency,  the 
Correctional  Treatment  Facility,  the  Probation  and  Parole  Resource  Center,  and  the 
Alcohol  and  Drug  Abuse  Services  Administration,  is  working  toward  the  development 
of  a  comprehensive  system  encompassing  a  continuum  of  treatment  services  that  will 
be  available  at  all  stages  of  the  criminal  justice  process. 

I  believe  that  these  efforts  will  receive  a  significant  boost  following  the  recent 
announcement  by  the  Office  of  National  Drug  Control  Policy  that  the 
Washington/Baltunore  corridor  has  been  designated  a  "High  Intensity  Drug 
Trafficking  Area",  or  HIDTA. 

CRIMINAL  JUSTICE  INFORMATION  SYSTEM  (CJIS) 

Last  year  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency  became  the  lead  agency  responsible  for 
managing  the  Criminal  Justice  Information  System  (CJIS)  on  behalf  of  all  the  public 
safety  agencies. 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  System  is  an  important  initiative  with  an 
impressive  list  of  accomplishments.   It  already  links  through  a  shared  computer 
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network  all  of  the  public  safety  agencies  including  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department,  the  D.C.  Superior  Court,  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency,  the  U.S. 
Attorney's  Office,  the  Public  Defender,  the  Department  of  Corrections,  and  the  Parole 
Board.   Much  of  the  "front  end"  of  the  system  is  already  up  and  running,  and  new 
applications  are  being  developed  constantly.  We  now  have  on-line  booking  of  all 
arrestees  from  all  of  the  police  districts.   The  prisoner  processing  function  of  the 
Police  Department  builds  upon  the  initial  booking  record  and  has  implemented  fully 
automated  procedures  for  tracking  the  movement  of  arrestees  from  the  Central 
Cellblock  to  the  Superior  Court,  and  tij-oughout  the  institutions  of  the  Department  of 
Corrections.   The  U.S.  Attorney's  Office  and  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency  now 
coordinate  all  of  their  respective  functions  in  the  arraignment  process  through  the  CJIS 
computer  system.   The  D.C.  Superior  Court  is  now  linked  electronically  to  CJIS  —  a 
development  that  promises  to  revolutionize  the  production  of  automated,  accurate 
criminal  histories.   Finally,  in  response  to  the  well-publicized  problems  involving 
halfway  house  escapees  from  the  Department  of  Corrections,  a  CJIS  program  was 
modified  to  display  the  Corrections  status  (e.g.  escapee)  on  the  printwl  lock-up  list 
used  by  all  agencies  in  processing  new  arrestees.   This  is  just  one  of  many  examples 
underscoring  the  importance  of  information  processing  to  public  safety. 

The  CJIS  staff,  in  cooperation  with  all  of  the  criminal  justice  agencies, 
continues  to  develop  on  a  pilot  basis  an  application  in  image  processing  technology  for 
both  defendant  photographs  ("mug"  shots)  and  docimients.   With  this  technology, 
authorized  personnel  are  now  able  to  bring  up  on  their  computer  screens  high 
resolution  color  pictures  of  defendants  processed  through  the  Police  Department.  The 
Pretrial  Services  Agency  is  already  making  use  of  this  capability  in  the  verification  of 
the  identity  of  defendants  appearing  for  drug  testing.   Soon,  images  of  docimients 
(such  as  commitment  orders)  will  also  be  available  throughout  the  system.   When  fully 
operational,  this  project  will  bring  significant  advances  to  the  quality  of  service 
provided  to  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

IMPACT  OF  BUDGET  MARK 

If  the  Congress  approves  this  budget  request,  the  Agency  will  be  able  to 
maintain  most  services  at  current  levels,  given  the  series  of  measures  already  adopted 
to  cut  costs.   Specifically,  the  Agency  will  continue  to: 

•  Interview  and  prepare  reports  with  recommendations  for  all  arrestees  brought 
to  the  D.C.  Superior  Court  and  the  U.S.  District  Court; 

•  Coordinate  with  the  Metropolitan  Police  a  program  of  citation  release  in  lieu 
of  overnight  detention  for  persons  arrested  on  misdemeanor  charges; 
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•  Analyze  urine  samples  collected  from  adult  and  juvenile  arrestees  for  the 
presence  of  drugs; 

•  Supervise  court-ordered  conditions  of  release  such  as  drug  testing,  curfew 
conditions,  and  third  party  custody  placements; 

•  Coordinate  with  the  Superior  Court  and  the  D.C.  Department  of  Corrections 
the  highly  successful  program  of  Intensive  Pretrial  Supervision; 

•  Assist  the  court  by  intervening  and  resolving  outstanding  warrants  for  failure 
to  appear  in  court,  thus  saving  costs  associated  with  an  arrest. 

PROGRESS  AND  ACCOMPLISHMENTS  OF  THE  AGENCY 

The  Pretrial  Services  Agency  operates  as  a  support  service  to  the  Courts  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.   The  various  responsibilities  are  set  forth  in  D.C.  Code  §§23- 
1301  through  1303. 

The  Agency  cannot  control  its  own  workload.   Every  defendant  arrested  and 
charged  with  a  criminal  offense  must  be  interviewed  by  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency. 
Last  year,  the  Agency  conducted  over  32,000  interviews  of  arrestees.   Each  interview 
consists  of  information  gathered  in  a  number  of  critical  areas:   prior  criminal  history; 
community  ties;  and  drug  use.   Needless  to  say,  this  information  is  vital  to  judges  and 
hearing  commissioners  making  important  decisions  regarding  pretrial  release  or 
detention. 

The  initial  report  to  the  judge  is  just  the  first  of  a  number  of  services  provided 
by  the  Agency.   Throughout  the  coiu^e  of  a  year,  the  Agency  supervises  upwards  of 
13,000  individuals  granted  some  form  of  non-financial  release.   At  any  given  time,  the 
Agency  monitors  about  5000  pretrial  defendants.   Some  are  simply  required  to 
maintain  regular  contact  with  the  Agency.   Others  in  need  of  social  services  may  be 
released  to  one  of  the  third  party  custody  organizations  operating  in  the  D.C.  Superior 
Court.   Since  the  majority  of  all  adult  defendants  test  positive  for  drugs  shortly  after 
arrest,  many  defendants  are  ordered  by  the  Court  into  periodic  urine  testing,  or  into  a 
substance  abuse  program,  or  both.   Last  year,  the  Agency  conducted  nearly  80,000 
drug  tests.   Some  individuals  are  required  by  the  Court  to  observe  a  curfew  as  one  of 
their  conditions  of  pretrial  release.   Again,  it  is  the  staff  of  the  Agency  that  monitors 
compliance  with  this  condition  by  placing  telephone  calls  to  the  defendant's  residence 
during  the  curfew  hours. 

All  of  these  efforts  to  monitor  conditions  imposed  by  the  Court  are  not  only 
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statutorily  mandated,  but  are  cost-effective  as  well.   Because  judges  have  a  wide  range 
of  release  options  available  to  them,  and  because  they  have  confidence  in  the  Agency's 
ability  to  supervise  these  conditions  and  report  back  regarding  compliance,  they  know 
that  many  more  defendants  can  safelv  be  released.   The  community  is  better  off  widi 
some  individuals  under  close  supervision.   And  the  City's  budget  is  better  off,  to  the 
extent  that  defendants  who  can  be  supervised  pending  trial  are  not  "consuming"  the 
more  expensive  "resources"  of  the  D.C.  Department  of  Corrections. 

Over  the  years,  the  Agency  has  developed  a  number  of  specialized  components 
that  have  significantly  enhanced  our  effectiveness  in  the  criminal  justice  system. 
Having  discussed  the  general  procedures  for  interviewing  arrestees  and  supervising 
defendants,  I  would  like  to  Uim  now  to  some  of  these  services,  and  how  they  are 
benefitting  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Drug  Testing 

Drug  testing  remains  an  important  component  in  the  Agency's  range  of 
supervision  options.   The  Agency  operates  a  state-of-the-art  drug  testing  lab  in  the  H. 
Carl  Moultrie,  I  Courthouse.   While  arrestee  drug  use  is  down  from  the  record  levels 
reported  in  1987,  fiilly  half  of  all  arrestees  tested  positive  during  1993,  primarily  for 
cocaine.   This  level  has  not  changed  significantly  in  the  last  four  years,  and 
imderscores  the  need  for  continued  focus  on  this  problem.   The  Agency  works  closely 
with  the  Court  and  with  the  Alcohol  and  Drug  Abuse  Services  Administration 
(ADASA)  to  ensure  that  defendants  in  need  of  treatment  can  obtain  it.   Furthermore, 
we  are  expanding  treatment  capacity  through  funding  provided  by  the  Center  For 
Substance  Abuse  Treatment,  described  earlier.   Accurate  drug  testing,  coupled  with 
sufficient  treatment  "slots"  are  essential  ingredients  in  managing  the  high  number  of 
drug-dependent  individuals  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

On  the  juvenile  side,  drug  testing  is  an  important  means  of  identifying  a 
problem  at  an  early  stage.   The  earUer  drug  use  can  be  addressed,  the  more  likely  a 
successful  outcome.   Recently  we  have  seen  an  alarming  trend  in  the  drug  test  results 
of  juvenile  arrestees.   Last  year,  I  reported  that  the  positive  rate  for  marijuana  had 
tripled  from  the  level  reported  the  previous  year.   I  am  troubled  to  report  to  the 
Subcommittee  that  the  level  of  drug  use  among  juveniles  continued  to  rise  throughout 
1994.   The  overall  drug  positive  rate  among  juveniles  in  1993  was  43%,  up  from  29% 
in  1992  and  19%  in  1991.   Needless  to  say,  these  trends  are  not  good,  and  underscore 
the  need  for  prevention  and  early  intervention. 

Intensive  Pretrial  Supervision 
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Several  years  ago,  the  Agency,  in  conjunction  with  the  D.C.  Department  of 
Corrections  and  the  D.C.  Superior  Court,  established  a  specialized  program  designed 
to  provide  a  safe  method  for  releasing  pretrial  defendants  detained  at  the  D.C.  Jail. 
The  concept  incorporated  several  features;   an  initial  placement  in  a  half-way  house; 
frequent  drug  testing;  experienced  case  managers  to  assist  releasees  in  need  of 
temporary  housing,  jobs,  or  drug  treatment;  and  quick  responses  to  program 
violations. 

The  program  has  been  remarkably  successful.   First,  it  has  had  a  measurable 
impact  on  jail  'crowding.   The  program  is  only  available  for  detained  individuals  -- 
thus  every  release  represents  an  immediate  and  "true"  reduction  in  the  jail  population. 
Second,  it  has  been  demonstrably  effective  in  providing  a  safe  release  option  for  high 
risk  defendants.   Periodic  evaluations  of  the  program  consistentiy  demonstrate  a  very 
low  rates  of  subsequent  arrest. 

Last  year,  I  reported  that  during  calendar  year  1992,  a  total  of  11,250  "jail 
days"  were  saved  through  the  intervention  of  this  program.  Assimiing  the  costs  of 
incarceration  to  be  $60  per  day,  this  represents  a  savmg  to  the  city  of  $675,000  in 
1992  alone.   Given  the  relatively  small  investment  in  the  program  (four  staff  members 
of  the  Pretrial  Services  Agency,  and  a  similar  number  from  the  Department  of 
Corrections)  this  has  proven  to  be  a  very  cost-effective  alternative  to  jail.   And  it 
should  be  emphasized  that  this  has  been  accomplished  at  no  additional  risk  to  public 
safety. 

In  1993,  an  analysis  of  data  from  defendants  released  to  the  Intensive  Pretrial 
Supervision  Program  provides  insight  about  the  levels  of  risk  reduction  accomplished 
through  this  program.   To  simimarize,  drug  use  levels  among  this  sub-group  were  just 
one  tenth  the  level  recorded  for  defendants  under  less  restrictive  forms  of  supervision. 
Not  surprisingly,  lower  drug  use  rates  translate  into  lower  rates  of  criminal  behavior. 
Defendants  in  Intensive  Supervision  had  a  rearrest  rate  just  one  fourth  that  of 
defendants  under  "normal"  supervision. 


Court  Appearances 

The  Agency's  goal  in  every  case  is  to  ensure  the  defendant's  appearance  at  all 
scheduled  court  dates.   To  this  end,  the  Agency  sends  out  computerizwl  reminder 
letters  (in  Spanish,  if  necessary),  reviews  court  dates  each  time  the  defendant  checks 
in,  provides  print-outs  to  third  party  custodians  of  upcoming  court  dates,  and  reminds 
defendants  at  each  and  every  drug  testing  appointment. 
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Despite  these  efforts,  a  few  defendants  nevertheless  fail  to  appear  on  any  given 
day.   To  alleviate  this  problem  and  to  reduce  the  tremendous  costs  incurred  when  a 
judge,  courtroom  staff,  and  attorneys  cannot  proceed  due  to  a  non-appearing 
defendant,  the  Agency  has  a  small  and  specialized  component,  known  as  the  "Failure 
to  Appear  Unit" . 

The  Failure  to  Appear  Unit  has  been  very  successful  in  locating  "missing" 
defendants  quickly,  verifying  any  excuses  for  their  non-appearance,  and  getting  the 
case  back  on  track.   I  am  pleased  to  report  that  this  unit  —  pioneered  here  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  —  continues  to  serve  as  a  model  for  other  cities.   A  number  of 
other  jurisdictions  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  that  it  is  much  more  cost 
effective  to  resolve  "no-shows"  through  telephone  calls,  than  to  dispatch  police 
officers  to  arrest  and  incarcerate  non-appearing  defendants.   While  an  arrest  is  always 
available  as  a  last  resort,  most  problems  can  be  resolved  through  the  efforts  of  a  small 
but  specialized  unit,  and  a  few  telephones.   We  calculate  that  it  costs  the  city  only  $25 
to  resolve  a  bench  warrant  through  the  efforts  of  this  unit,  as  compared  to  $1200  to 
dispatch  police  officers  to  arrest,  process,  and  hold  for  court  a  non-appearing 
defendant. 

Automation 

I  would  like  to  call  the  Subcommittee's  attention  to  some  of  the  ways  the 
Agency  continues  to  cut  costs  and  improve  service.   Perhaps  the  best  example  is  in  the 
area  of  automation.  Three  years  ago,  the  Agency  reduced  its  "base"  by  $290,000 
fi'om  savings  made  possible  by  upgrading  the  equipment  used  in  our  on-site  drug 
testing  lab.   Last  year,  I  described  our  latest  automated  enhancement  -  the  use  of  bar 
codes,  bar  code  scanners,  and  specialized  software.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  this 
effort  to  streamline  the  processing  of  urine  samples  in  our  drug  testing  facility  is 
complete.   We  now  have  a  "paperless"  process  for  managing  all  aspects  of  our  drug 
testing  program,  including  chain-of-custody  documentation,  sample  processing,  sample 
analysis,  and  recordation  of  drug  test  results.   Several  months  ago,  we  even  linked  our 
drug  test  records  directly  to  computers  on  the  bench  in  three  courtrooms.   This  level 
of  automation  saves  staff  time  and  greatly  facilitates  our  quality  control  efforts.   But 
most  important,  it  means  that  our  staff  can  spend  less  time  with  paperwork,  and  more 
time  assisting  the  individuals  behind  the  paperwork. 

All  of  these  enhancements  are  being  done  internally,  with  no  outside  consultants 
or  contracts.   We  believe  that  these  are  excellent  examples  of  the  way  in  which  city 
government  can  and  should  approach  the  challenge  of  operating  productively  with 
diminishing  resources. 
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CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  in  closing  I  would  like  to  say 
that  I  am  aware  of  the  financial  difficulties  facing  all  of  us.   For  this  reason,  we  are 
not  asking  for  any  expansion  of  our  existing  services.   We  are  asking  for  funds  above 
those  proposed  by  the  Budget  Office,  but  this  is  being  done  out  of  conviction  that  the 
members  of  this  Subcommittee  deserve  a  budget  document  that  reflects  the  true  cost  of 
the  services  we  provide.   I  may  wish  that  $292,000  would  cover  our  health  benefits 
costs  for  this  year,  and  $382,000  would  cover  our  costs  for  next  year  (the  figures 
printed  in  the  "official"  budget  request),  but  wishing  it  does  not  make  it  so.   Two 
years  ago,  as  the  Mayor's  budget  document  reflects,  our  actual  expendittires  in  this 
category  were  $422,000.   In  short,  we  need  $492,000.     By  the  same  token,  I  may 
pretend  that  cutting  one  programmer  position  from  the  CJIS  staff  has  no  impact,  but 
again,  the  truth  is  otherwise. 

I  believe  we  are  on  the  verge  of  some  very  excitmg  thuigs  in  the  criminal 
justice  system.   I  think  our  new  Superior  Court  Drug  Intervention  Program  will  have  a 
major  impact.   We  are  already  linldng  the  treatment  community  and  the  justice  system 
in  more  effective  ways.   We  believe  that  the  new  and  creative  ways  that  judges  are 
using  the  leverage  of  the  Court  will  enhance  treatment  outcomes  and  provide  the 
support  system  and  the  structure  to  help  drug  dependent  individuals  turn  their  lives 
around.  The  long  term  benefits  to  our  community  are  enormous. 

All  of  this,  of  course,  depends  on  the  "foundation"  that  has  been  built  over 
many  years.   None  of  this  would  have  been  possible  without  the  support  the  Council 
has  shown  the  Agency  in  the  past.  Without  our  on-site  drug  testing  operation,  there 
would  be  no  federal  fimds  available  for  our  demonstration  project.   Without  our  level 
of  automation,  we  would  not  be  able  to  provide  judges  with  the  tools  to  deal 
effectively  with  drug-using  defendants. 

I  certainly  understand  that  given  the  budget  constraints,  painful  choices  must  be 
made,  and  services  in  some  areas  may  have  to  be  cut.   With  regard  to  the  Pretrial 
Services  Agency,  I  would  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  consider  two  factors:   First,  I 
would  ask  the  Subcommittee  to  consider  the  Agency's  "track  record"  as  a  leader  in 
office  automation  technology  that  has  produced  large  and  tangible  savings  for  the  City 
-  in  both  monetary  and  public  safety  terms.   Second,  I  would  ask  the  Subcommittee 
to  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  investment  in  "front  end"  criminal  justice  services  pays 
for  itself  many  times  over.   Our  "back  end"  correctional  services  are  expensive,  and 
should  be  reserved  for  those  truly  needing  incarceration. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  share  our  views  and  our  accomplishments. 
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We  very  much  appreciate  the  support  this  body  has  always  shown  the  Pretrial  Services 
Agency. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  If  you  would  like  to  make  a  brief  statment,  you  may 
do  so  at  this  time. 

Remarks  of  Director 

Mr.  Carver.  I  will  be  brief,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  always  a  pleas- 
ure to  appear  before  the  subcommittee. 

agency's  request  differs  from  budget 

First  of  all,  let  me  say  that  the  agency's  request  to  this  Commit- 
tee is  the  same  request  we  made  to  the  Mayor,  to  the  Council,  and 
is  not  consistent  with  the  figures  supplied  in  the  budget  book. 

Our  request  is  for  $3,596,000  and  88  full-time  equivalent  posi- 
tions, and,  if  I  may,  basically  the  difference  in  what  the  Mayor  has 
submitted  versus  what  we  are  submitting  ourselves  can  be  found 
in  just  two  areas. 

FRINGE  BENEFITS  UNDERFUNDED 

One  area  is  in  the  area  of  fringe  benefits — health  benefits.  The 
request  submitted  by  the  budget  office  does  not  include  sufficient 
funds  to  cover  this  uncontrollable  expense.  It  is  several  hundred 
thousand  dollars  short,  as  the  budget  documents  themselves  re- 
flect. Our  actual  spending  two  years  ago  which  is  reflected  in  the 
budget  documents  was  $422,000. 

This  year  we  need  $495,000.  The  budget  office  has  drawn  up  a 
budget  with,  I  think,  $395,000  in  this  category,  so  we  have  a  built- 
in  deficit  situation,  and  I  just  wanted  to  bring  that  to  the  attention 
of  the  committee. 

PROGRAMMER  POSITION  DELETED 

There  is  another  small  area  in  which  our  direct  submission  to 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  differs  from  the  figures  supplied  in  the  budget 
book.  That  is  in  the  area  of  a  programmer  position  for  the  Criminal 
Justice  Information  System  (OIS). 

We  were  directed  to  remove  one  of  our  two  programmer  positions 
and  to  submit  an  impact  statement.  We  did  submit  an  impact 
statement  describing  the  serious  consequences  that  would  ensue 
from  cutting  this  position. 

The  Pretrial  Services  Agency  is  responsible  for  maintaining  a 
computer  system  for  the  entire  criminal  justice  system.  Cutting  a 
programmer  position  would  have  a  negative  impact.  That  impact  is 
not  reflected  in  the  official  budget  submission.  I  just  wanted  to 
bring  that  item  as  well  to  your  attention. 

"truth  in  budget"  PROCESS  LACKING 

Finally,  this  budget  was  approved  by  the  Pretrisd  Services  Execu- 
tive Committee.  I  have  been  concerned  for  several  years  about  the 
fact  that  the  budget  office  ignores  the  fact  that  we  just  don't  have 
sufficient  funding  in  an  area  in  which  we  can't  control.  It  just 
seems  to  me  we  ought  to  have  truth  in  the  budget  process.  If  there 
is  not  enough  money,  we  ought  to  have  a  discussion  on  the  merits 
of  services  and  what  the  priorities  ought  to  be;  we  shouldn't  pre- 
tend that  we  have  got  enough  money  for  health  benefits  when  we 
know  for  a  fact  that  we  don't.  With  that,  I  will  close. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  an  independent  agency? 
Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  we  are. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  So  you,  too,  have  a  right  to  bring  up  your  own 
budget. 

PRETRIAL  SERVICES  RESPONSIBILITIES 

John,  if  you  have  a  minute,  let's  just  have  a  discussion  about  the 
last  issue  you  raised.  It  appears  at  some  point  in  time  somebody 
is  going  to  have  to  make  some  hard  decisions  about  activities  that 
are  funded  by  the  District.  As  I  understand  your  activity,  it  is  basi- 
cally pretrial  investigations  of  defendants  to  assist  the  court  in  de- 
termining the  probability  that  they  will  appear  in  court  for  their 
appearance  in  criminal  cases,  and  I  guess  some  of  the  things  you 
check  are  residence  and  whether  they  have  a  job  and  other  kinds 
of  things. 

Can  you  give  me  an  idea  about  the  rate  of — well,  who  is  referred 
to  you?  Felonies  only? 

Mr.  Carver.  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  provide  support  services  for 
the  judges  in  the  District  of  Columbia  on  both  the  Federal  side  and 
the  Superior  Court  side  supplying  information  on  all  arrestees  com- 
ing through  the  system. 

Our  bail  law  basically  requires  judges  to  consider  two  factors  in 
every  decision:  Likelihood  of  return  to  court  and  public  safety.  So 
to  that  end,  we  do  investigate  the  defendant's  community  ties  and 
we  also  do  a  criminal  history  check  and  a  drug  test  on  every  de- 
fendant that  comes  through  the  system. 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Is  that  in  your  budget? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  it  is.  That  has  been  an  ongoing  part  of  our 
budget  since  1986,  so  that  is  a  well-established  line  item.  It  is 
something  that  the  court  considers,  the  judges  consider  indispen- 
sable since  we  know,  for  example,  that  drug  use  is  a  risk  factor  as- 
sociated with  criminality,  and  it  is  very  important  to  control  for  the 
use  of  drugs  through  the  imposition  of  pretrial  release  conditions. 
I  would  say  our  responsibilities  are  quite  broad  and  we  have  to  pro- 
vide this  background  information  on  every  single  arrestee — about 
30,000  a  year — and  we  have  to  monitor  conditions  of  release  for 
those  that  are  in  fact  granted  release  by  the  court. 

Mr.  Dixon.  About  30,000  a  year? 

Mr.  Carver.  That  is  right. 

percentage  of  INMATES  ABIDING  BY  RELEASE  TERMS 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  is  your  track  record?  What  is  the  rate  of  re- 
turn? Everybody  is  investigated? 

Mr.  Carver.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  if  I  were  arrested,  you  would  do  a  background 
check  to  see  whether  I  am  a  risk  to  not  show  up  in  court? 

Mr.  Carver.  That  is  correct.  And  then  for  defendants  that  are 
maybe  a  little  shaky,  maybe  they  don't  have  a  stable  address,  then 
we  would  recommend  conditional  release  designed  to  strengthen 
that  tie  with  the  court.  In  answer  to  your  question,  we  have  done 
statistics  for  many  years,  and  the  return  rate  is  approximately  96 
percent.  This  compares  very  favorably  with  many  other  urban  ju- 
risdictions, and  I  think  the  reason  it  does  is  because  we  have  so 
many  follow-up  services  reminding  the  defendant  of  when  the  next 
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court  date  is.  Every  time  we  talk  to  that  defendant,  we  bring  up 
a  computer  screen  and  provide  a  reminder  of  the  court  date. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  BAIL  OR  JAIL 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  How  often  do  you  turn  down  or  make  a  rec- 
ommendation that  an  arrestee  not  be  released?  What  is  the  break- 
down? 

Mr.  Carver.  Under  District  law,  we  have  had  on  the  books  since 
1971  a  preventive  detention  statute.  That  statute  was  expanded 
significantly  in  1992  through  the  Bail  Reform  Amendment  Act.  In 
all  cases  where  defendants  qualify  for  preventive  detention  under 
the  law,  that  fact  is  noted  in  our  written  report  to  the  court. 

Now,  whether  a  detention  hearing  will  be  set  is  really  a  function 
of  prosecutorial  discretion  so  that  in  all  cases  it  is  up  to  the  pros- 
ecutor to  ask  for  a  detention  hearing.  Our  function  is  to  alert  the 
court  and  the  parties  that  this  defendant  qualifies  by  virtue  of  his 
present  charge  and  prior  record,  and  then  that  is  part  of  the  adver- 
sary system. 

We  defer  to  the  prosecutor  for  those  cases  that  merit  preventive 
detention,  so  it  is  not  really  a  breakdown  between  release  versus 
no  release  from  our  part,  although  that  is  a  factor  that  the  court 
will  consider  based  on  representations. 

30  PERCENT  OF  CASES  HELD  WITHOUT  BOND 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  often  do  you  alert  the  prosecutor  that  this  per- 
son is  eligible  for  preventive  detention?  It  sounds  like  they  are  get- 
ting something  good  by  the  way  you  say  it. 

Mr.  Carver.  With  the  expansion  of  the  law,  I  would  say  close  to 
half  the  cases  are  theoretically  eligible  for  detention.  I  have  just 
been  joined  by  two  members  of  my  staff,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
Kathiyn  Boyer,  Director  of  Administration,  and  Donna  Jones,  our 
Budget  Analyst. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  We  are  running  way  ahead  of  schedule;  you  are  basi- 
cally on  time.  The  Prime  Minister  of  India  is  addressing  a  joint  ses- 
sion of  Congress. 

Mr.  Carver.  But  in  answer  to  your  question,  in  about  30  percent 
of  the  cases  defendants  are  now  held  without  bond  for  a  detention 
hearing,  so  about  70  percent,  71  percent  are  released  at  that  initial 
appearance  and  the  rest  are  held. 

RATIONALE  FOR  PRETRIAL  SERVICES 

Mr.  Dixon.  Obviously,  you  think  this  is  a  very  valuable  service, 
in  part  because  it  is  mandated  by  District  law. 

Mr.  Carver.  It  is  mandated  by  statute.  The  judges  view  our  serv- 
ice as  something  that  they  literally  could  not  live  without.  Without 
the  information  that  we  provide,  they  would  be  operating  in  the 
dark.  We  are  able  to  discover,  for  example,  through  our  record 
checks  of  national  criminal  history  databases,  if  people  are  wanted 
in  other  jurisdictions,  if  there  is  a  parole  violation  warrant  in  other 
States  or  in  our  own  jurisdiction.  That  is  a  very  essential  compo- 
nent in  the  decision-making  process,  not  only  to  determine  whether 
a  defendant  is  eligible  for  a  preventive  detention  hearing  but  in  the 
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imposition  of  conditions  of  release  for  those  who  are  released,  so 
without  this 

SUPERVISION  PROVIDED  TO  THOSE  RELEASED 

Mr.  DixON.  Do  you  supervise  them  after  they  are  released? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Let's  assume  they  make  bail — or  are  they  released  on 
their  own  recognizance  most  of  the  time? 

Mr.  Carver.  In  most  cases,  defendants  are  released  with  condi- 
tions of  supervised  release.  I  would  say  that  the  most  frequently 
imposed  condition  of  release  is  the  condition  to  stay  off  drugs  and 
to  submit  for  drug  testing.  We  are  seeing  over  half  of  the  defend- 
ants coming  into  the  system  every  year  testing  positive  for  drugs. 
So  for  those  defendants  that  are  released,  we  will  make  referrals 
to  treatment,  we  will  do  a  weekly  or  twice  weekly  or  in  some  in- 
stances five  times  weekly  drug  testing,  and  their  pretrial  liberty  is 
conditioned  on  clean  test  results. 

NEW  DRUG  program/federal  FUNDS 

We  have  also  implemented  with  Federal  funds  a  new  drug  court 
program  modeled  somewhat  along  the  lines  of  the  first  program  in 
Alameda  County,  California. 

The  idea  there  is  that  we  are  setting  up  procedures  where  you 
have  immediate  and  graduated  consequences  for  positive  drug  test 
results.  We  also  have  access  to  enhanced  treatment  resources.  The 
idea  is  to  make  the  release  of  the  defendant  a  safer  proposition  for 
the  community  but  even  more  importantly  to  begin  to  use  the  in- 
herent power  of  the  judiciary  coupled  with  treatment  resources  to 
really  begin  to  create  an  environment  where  drug  abusing  defend- 
ants can  turn  their  lives  around.  This  is  a  new  program,  but  the 
early  results  are  quite  promising. 

agency's  INVOLVEMENT  IN  BAIL  REVOCATION 

Mr.  Dixon.  Does  your  agency  have  the  power  to  revoke  their  bail 
status  or 

Mr.  Carver.  Our  agency  is  really  just  a  support  service  for  the 
court.  Some  jurisdictions  do  have  agencies  with  both  release  au- 
thority and  revocation  authority.  In  our  instance 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  you  would  have  to  alert  the  prosecutor  who  he 
would  have  to  go  to  court  if  they  wanted  to  incarcerate  this  person 
pending  trial? 

Mr.  Carver.  That  is  correct. 

SERVICES  PROVIDED  PRIOR  TO  TRIAL 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  Can  you  just  give  me  a  rough  idea  of  the  kinds 
of  support  services  you  provide  to  this  person  prior  to  trial?  You 
said  there  is  drug  testing.  Does  he  come  to  you  or  do  you  monitor 
him? 

Mr.  Carver.  We  have  on-site  drug  testing  in  the  courthouse.  It 
is  now  automated  to  a  very  high  degree  to  the  point  where  judges 
on  the  bench  can  actually  bring  up  drug  test  results  on  a  computer 
screen — ^not  only  today's  result  but  an  entire  history  of  drug  test  re- 
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suits  over  time,  so  that  is  certainly  one  support  service  we  provide 
to  the  court. 

Judges  sometimes  impose  curfew  conditions  on  defendants.  Since 
we  operate  24  hours  a  day,  the  night  staff  makes  phone  calls  to  the 
defendants'  home  to  insure  that  defendauits  are  in  fact  where  they 
are  supposed  to  be. 

We  make  referrals,  as  I  said,  both  to  drug  treatment  programs 
and  to  alcoholic  rehabilitation  programs.  We  work  with  a  whole 
range  of  social  services,  not  so  much  as  a  direct  provider  of  service 
but  more  as  a  linkage  to  existing  community-based  services  that 
can  assist  defendants  with  various  social  problems  that  they 
present. 

NOTIFICATION  OF  COURT  DATE 

Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  the  agency  that  notifies  the  persons  released 
about  their  appearance  in  the  court? 

Mr,  Carver.  Yes,  we  are.  That  is  one  of  our  specific  statutory 
mandates.  Every  defendant  gets  a  reminder  prior  to  every  court 
date,  and  every  time  we  talk  to  the  defendant,  which  in  some  cases 
is  every  day,  we  review  conditions  of  release,  review  the  next  court 
date.  In  a  sense  we  are  creating  a  mind  set  among  the  defendant 
that,  somebody  is  keeping  tabs  on  him  and  that  the  defendant  bet- 
ter be  back  in  court  or  somebody  will  come  looking  for  him.  I  think 
that  is  primarily  responsible  for  the  fact  that  defendants  don't  per- 
ceive a  lot  of  holes  through  which  they  can  slip  and  they  are  there 
when  they  are  supposed  to  be,  by  and  large. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Do  you  notify  them  by  mail? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  we  have  computer-generated  letters  that  go 
out.  We  send  approximately  400  letters  per  day  for  defendants  that 
are  due 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  do  all  of  this  on  about  three-and-a-half  million 
dollars  a  year? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  we  do.  We  have  a  very — Ms.  Boyer  just  men- 
tioned that  we  also  provide  courtesy  supervision  for  other  States 
under  a  reciprocal  arrangement.  There  are  several  hundred  people 
in  that  category. 

CASE  management 

Mr.  Dixon.  Your  case  load  is  about  30,000  a  year? 

Mr.  Carver.  Our  intake  is  about  30,000  a  year.  At  any  given 
time,  we  may  have  as  many  as  10,000  to  12,000  on  pretrial  release. 
Again,  we  don't  use  a  case  load  approach,  except  in  certain  small 
populations  as  many  probation  officers  would,  but  we  rely  on  our 
automated  system  to  alert  the  staff  to  where  the  problems  are  so 
the  staff  can  focus  on  those  specific  problems. 

We  have,  for  example,  management  reports  that  tell  us  who  was 
supposed  to  come  in  for  a  drug  test  yesterday  and  didn't  come  in, 
and  we  can  get  on  the  phone  and  get  those  people  in. 

RECIDIVISON  RATE  85-90  PERCENT 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  your  agency  is  an  agency  that  would  have  a  good 
view  of  recidivism? 
Mr.  Carver.  Oh,  yes,  we  have  kept  statistics  on  that  for  years. 
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Mr.  Dexon.  What  is  the  rate? 

Mr.  Carver.  Again 

Mr.  Dexon.  Do  you  get  to  be  good  friends  with  some  of  these  peo- 
ple? No,  seriously,  they  are  ongoing  relationship? 

Mr.  Carver.  Most  defendants  we  have  seen  in  the  past,  I  would 
say  on  any  given  day  maybe  only  10  or  15  percent  are  new  to  the 
system.  Now,  many 

Mr.  Dkon.  I  realize  there  may  be  a  long  period  between  arrests, 
but  basically  your  clientele  is  80  to  90  percent  repeaters? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  that  is  pretty  accurate. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  appearing  today.  As  I 
said,  I  really  don't  have  any  problem  with  the  budget  as  sent  up. 

Mr.  Carver.  By  us  I  hope  you  mean? 

budget  ALLOCATION/FY  1994 

Mr.  Dkon.  No,  no,  the  budget  that  the  city  sent  up.  Money  is 
so  tight,  as  you  probably  have  been  reading.  I  don't  know  where 
we  would  get  the  extra  money.  I  can  say  we  will  do  the  best  we 
can,  but  I  don't  want  to  be  optimistic.  The  difference  is  about 
$500,000? 

Mr.  Carver.  No,  the  difference,  I  think  is  $237,000. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Okay.  So  you  want  roughly 

Mr.  Carver.  By  the  way,  that  is  for  this  year.  We  haven't  even 
talked  about  next  year.  There  is — the  budget  office  has  this  prac- 
tice of  imposing  revised  marks  for  the  current  year,  but,  you  know, 
this,  too,  may  look  good  on  paper,  but  in  reality 

Mr.  Dexon.  You  are  referring  to  the  FY  1994  supplemental? 

Mr.  Carver.  To  the  1994  supplemental. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Why  don't  you  give  me  those  figures? 

Mr.  Carver.  We  are  $237,000  short  for  this  fiscal  year,  but  you 
have  got  to  understand  that  this  could,  for  example,  impact  a  total 
of  eight  positions  if  it  were  imposed  on  day  one  of  a  fiscal  year.  We 
don't  get  these  budget  marks  until  we  are  four  months  into  the  fis- 
cal year. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  John,  let  me  start  from  the  beginning.  The  appro- 
priated budget  for  FY  1994  was  how  much? 

Mr.  Carver.  Appropriated  budget  for  FY  1994. 

Mr.  Dkon.  The  bill  that  was  signed;  $3,359,000? 

Mr.  Carver.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Okay.  The  revised  FY  1994  budget  is  three  million 
three  hundred  fifty-nine  thousand.  Now,  our  book  here  says  that 
the  revised  figure,  meaning  the  1994  supplemental,  is  the  same 
number. 

Ms.  BOYER.  Yes,  the  budget  book  shows  the  revised  as 
$3,359,000,  for  the  1994  Revised  budget. 

Mr.  Dkon.  What  book  are  you  looking  at? 

Mr.  Carver.  The  District's  Operations  Budget  book  for  FY  1995. 

Ms.  BOYER.  It  is  the  same. 

Mr.  Dkon.  Yes,  it  is  the  same.  Okay.  So  then  you  are  now  say- 
ing that  you  need  more  money  in  FY  1994? 

Ms.  BOYER.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carver.  All  we  are  saying  is  we  need  enough  funds  to  cover 
health  benefit  costs  for  which  we  have  been  chronically  under- 
funded. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  You  also  receive  $1,200,000  in  other  Federal  funds. 
Mr.  Carver.  That  is  correct.  That  is  for  the  drug  court  program 
I  described. 
Mr.  Dixon.  So  you  really  have  about  a  $5  million  budget? 
Mr.  Carver.  Including  the  Federal  funds,  about  $4.5  million. 

DEFICIT  SPENDING/FY  1994 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  let  me  just  ask  you,  the  District  did  not  send 
up  an  increase  for  your  agency  in  the  FY  1994  supplemental.  Now, 
how  will  you  handle  that?  Wliat  will  you  do?  What  do  you  say  it 
is  for  FY  1994? 

Mr.  Carver.  This  is  what  disturbs  me,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  know  that. 

Mr.  Carver.  We  are  going  to  run  a  deficit,  it  is  plain  and  simple. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Tell  me  how  much  it  is  that  you  need  for  FY  1994. 

Mr.  Carver.  For  FY  1994,  it  is  $237,000. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Additional  money  you  need? 

Mr.  Carver.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Two  hundred  and  thirty-seven  thousand  dollars.  Now 
you  are  not  going  to  get  it,  you  know  that? 

Mr.  Carver.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  will  you  do? 

Mr.  Carver.  This  is  the  problem,  to  make  up  $237,000  at  this 
point  with  giving  notice  to  people  that  you  are  going  to  RIF,  we 
would  have  to  RIF  35  or  40  people  today  in  order  to  make  up  this 
amount.  That  is  more  than  a  third  of  our  entire  staff.  This  whole 
process  is  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  been  saying  the  very  same  thing,  if  you  no- 
ticed. Try  not  to  fight  with  me  on  this.  If  you  tell  me  what  you  will 
do.  I  mean,  you  are  pleading.  I  can't  make 

Mr.  Carver.  We  will  deficit  spend. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  will  you  do  that?  You  will  just  forward  your  bills 
to  the  person  that  pays  them  knowing  that  you  are  over  your  budg- 
et? 

Mr.  Carver.  Right.  Let  me  explain.  We  are  spending  within  our 
authorized  budget  except  in  the  area  of  health  benefits.  Health 
benefit  costs  are  automatically  deducted  from  the  agency's  personal 
services  budget.  Thus,  there  are  no  "bills"  and  we  do  not  obligate 
fiinds,  as  we  would  if  we  were  purchasing  services  or  equipment. 

Ms.  BOYER.  We  will  be  over  our  budget  only  in  personnel  serv- 
ices. It  will  not  be  in  other-than-personal-services,  and  it  is  pri- 
marily just  in  fringe  benefits. 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  am  just  wondering  how  an  agency  operates  when 
they  are  over  their  budget  and  what  you  would  do  is  deficit  spend. 
Mr.  Miconi  has  a  question  for  you. 

Mr.  Miconi.  Will  you  stay  within  the  total  of  $3,359,000? 

Mr.  Carver.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  will  stay  within  the  $3,359,000? 

Mr.  Carver.  No.  We  will  stay  with  the  $3,596,000  we  are  re- 
questing. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  have  to  cut  someplace? 

Mr.  Carver.  Exactly.  But  the  Mayor  is  not  proposing  that  we  cut 
services. 

Mr.  Dkon.  What  will  you  cut? 
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Mr.  Carver.  The  first  thing  we  would  cut  if  we  were  told  to  cut 
positions 

Mr.  Dixon.  John,  get  a  mind  set,  you  are  going  to  have  to,  right, 
for  FY  1994  at  least? 

Mr.  Carver.  We  are  in  FY  1994  now.  There  is  no  way  we  could 
cut, 

Mr.  Dixon.  We  are  missing  each  other  I  think.  Are  you  telling 
me  that  you  need  $237,000  more  for  FY  1994? 

Mr.  Carver.  Two  hundred  thirty-seven  thousand  dollars  more, 
and  for  1995 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let's  just  stay  on  FY  1994.  Now  are  you  sajdng  that 
you  need  that,  and  you  know  you  are  not  going  to  get  it,  so  the 
things  you  had  planned  to  do  you  aren't  going  to  do?  Are  we  losing 
each  other  here  someplace? 

Mr.  Carver.  No,  we  will  basically  do  what  we  did  last  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  that  is? 

Mr.  Carver.  Deficit  spend  in  the  area  of  health  benefits. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  you  will  spend  $3,359,000  plus  $237,000  or  will 
you  make  some  cuts  someplace  to  come  out  to  the  bottom  line  of 
$3,359,000.  Do  you  see  what  I  am  asking? 

Ms.  Boyer.  The  $237  thousand  that  we  need  is  based  on  a  pro- 
jection of  what  our  health  benefits  cost  will  be.  However,  if  we 
freeze  all  hiring  and  we  have,  depending  on  who  comes  in  and 
what  health  plan  they  choose,  that  cost  varies,  and  we  cannot  give 
a  firm  figure. 

What  we  are  basing  this  on  is  saying  that  if  they  continue  to 
draw  against  our  budget  for  fringe  benefits,  this  is  what  we  project, 
we  will  be  underfunded  in  that  one  category.  Any  money  that  we 
have  in  a  surplus  if  we  are  able  to,  if  we  cut  back  drug  testing  and 
we  reduce  our  reagent  cost. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Are  those  two  of  the  alternatives? 

Mr.  Carver.  One  of  the  alternatives  we  laid  out  early  in  the 
process  was  to  eliminate  all  drug  testing  for  juveniles  and  for  par- 
ents with  abuse  and  neglect  matters  before  the  court.  That  would 
eliminate  an  entire  unit,  and  we  could  save  that  much  money. 

I  think  it  is  also  important  to  note  the  fact  that  during  the  last 
two  or  three  years  we  have  made  substantial  cuts  and  have  actu- 
£dly  reduced  our  base  one  year  by  $290,000  basically  through  ad- 
vances in  office  automation,  so  we  have  a  track  record  of  making 
cuts,  turning  money  back  to  the  city. 

We  are  now  to  the  point  where  in  order  to  pay  our  health  bene- 
fits cost,  if  we  are  to  live  within  it,  we  would  have  to  cut  out  entire 
areas  of  service  to  the  court. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  I  still  don't  understand.  Do  you  understand  my 
question? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes.  I  think  your  question  is  premised  on  the  fact 
that  we  can't  spend  more  than  is  budgeted. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Right.  And  you  are  sajdng  that  ain't  the  case? 

Mr.  Carver.  Right.  Health  benefit  costs  are  deducted  automati- 
cally. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  saying  that  you  will  spend  more  than  the 
budget? 

Mr.  Carver.  Right. 
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CONFUSION  OVER  AGENCY'S  BUDGET  AND  DISTRICT'S  BUDGET 

Mr.  DixON.  So  then  will  you  spend  over  $3,359,000;  is  that  it? 

Mr.  Carver.  Correct.  We  will  spend  under  the  amount  that  we 
have  submitted  in  our  own  budget.  I  guess  I  wasn't  listening  to  the 
figures  you  were  quoting,  $3,596,000.  We  will  live  within — the  au- 
thorized positions,  the  budget  mark  that  we  have  submitted  di- 
rectly to  the  subcommittee  and  which  is  an  accurate  representation 
of  the  costs  of  health  benefits  which  we  cannot  control. 

ANTI-DEFICIENCY  ACT  VIOLATIONS 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  you  will  spend  more  than  what  the  District  re- 
quested and  what  was  included  in  the  appropriations  act? 

Mr.  Carver.  That  is  why  I  am  pointing  out  it  is  a  built-in  struc- 
tural deficit  in  this  budget  book. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  realize  that.  I  thoroughly  realize  that  there  is  some- 
thing wrong  with  the  budget. 

Mr.  MicONi.  Will  you  actually  obligate  more  than  what  is  in  the 
appropriations  act?  Are  you  saying  that  you  are  going  to  vio- 
late  

Mr.  Carver.  The  Antideficiency  Act?  Yes. 

[Clerk's  note. — ^Answer  subsequently  changed  from  "yes"  to 
"No.  That  Act  does  not  apply  to  the  personal  services  category.  Re- 
member, we  don't  obligate  funds  for  health  benefits — the  only  area 
in  which  we  are  overspending."] 

Mr.  MICONI.  — ^The  statute?  Mr.  Leonard,  can  they  do  that?  Can 
they  incur  obligations  in  the  FMS  system  that  are  over  and  above 
your  mark? 

Mr.  Leonard.  The  system  will  allow  them  to  obligate  for  per- 
sonal services  over  what  has  been  allocated  in  the  budget,  and  it 
will,  if  you  will,  fall  to  the  bottom  line  and  will  be  covered  in  the 
close  in  that  appropriations  category. 

Mr.  MiCONi.  But  you  will  have  to  make  a  conscious  choice  to  do 
that,  though? 

Mr.  Leonard.  Who? 

Mr.  MICONI.  Someone  in  the  central  financial  management  sys- 
tem. 

Mr.  Leonard.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  MiCONl.  So  in  other  words  you  have  it  under  control  and 
someone  will  make  a  decision  at  a  higher  level  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  Pretrial  Services  Agency  will  be  able  to  incur  the  obligation 
over  and  above  what  is  in  the  Public  Law,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Leonard.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  MicONi.  Will  you  do  that  or  do  you  think  the  Pretrial  Serv- 
ices Agency  will  do  that? 

Mr.  Leonard.  I  can't  speak  to  that. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Could  I  jump  in  for  a  second? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Am  I  understanding  you  correctly,  when  you  say,  to 
meet  your  operating  expenses  you  expend  money  that  is  not  budg- 
eted? 
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Mr.  Carver.  In  the  last  couple  of  years,  as  Mr.  Leonard  indi- 
cated, there  have  been  years  when  we  have  run  slight  surpluses, 
and  that  goes  to  cover  other  agencies  in  the  closing.  Isn't  that  the 
way  it  works,  Dave? 

Ms.  BOYER.  But  if  you  look  at  our  FY  1993  in  just  the  category 
of  fringe  benefits,  there  has  been  no  increase  in  funding  set  by  the 
Office  of  the  Budget  in  that  object  class.  However,  the  actual 
spending  in  FT  1993  was  $422,000,  even  though  they  only  allocated 
$292,000,  so  that  money  just  automatically  is  drawn  against  our 
personnel  services  budget  and  continues  to  go  to  support  our  health 
benefits. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  I  guess  if  all  the  other  departments  are  doing 
this,  too,  unless  I  am  mistaken,  it  is  no  wonder  the  city  has  to  go 
out  and  borrow  short-term  $200  million  a  year.  That  is  where  it  all 
comes  out  in  the  wash,  doesn't  it? 

Mr.  Carver.  We  are  just  a  microcosm  of  the  entire  D.C.  Govern- 
ment, but  that  is  certainly  the  thought  that  occurred  to  me  as  I 
read  these  newspaper  articles  every  day. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  understood  the  articles? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  I  did. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  you  are  saying  that  under  the  accounting  proce- 
dures in  the  budget  this  is  allowed? 

PAY  RAISE  ALLOCATION  TO  COVER  DEFICIT  SPENDING 

Mr.  Leonard.  Well,  they  have  yet  to  allocate  the  pay  raise,  so 
the  pay  raise  will  cover  some  portion  of  the  projected  overspending 
in  personnel  services. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  any  additional  amount  would  fall  to  the 
bottom  line  within  the  public  safety  and  justice  appropriations  cat- 
egory and  would  be  covered  in  the  close  through  any 

PAY  RAISE  UNFUNDED 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  pay  raise  is  really  unfunded,  too,  then? 

Mr.  Leonard.  The  pay  raise  is  appropriated  and  is  accounted  for. 
It  hasn't  been  allocated  to  the  individual  agency  budgets  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Walsh.  It  is  deficit  spending,  that  is  exactly  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Leonard.  It  is  not  reflected  in  the  total  personal  services  ap- 
propriation. 

BUDGET  MARK  VS.  ACTUAL  SPENDING 

Mr.  Carver.  This  is  why  I  advocate  a  process  in  which  marks 
can  be  set,  impact  statements  can  be  drawn  up,  and  we  have  a  dis- 
cussion on  the  merits  of  budget  cuts.  But  what  in  practice  happens 
is  we  write  up  an  impact  statement,  it  gets  changed  by  the  Budget 
Office,  and  then  it  looks  like  there  is  no  impact  when  in  fact  there 
is.  The  system  is  not  set  up  to  have  a  rational  discussion  on  what 
the  priorities  really  ought  to  be. 

Mr,  DixON.  Well,  I  have  been  maintaining  that  for  sometime. 

DEFICIT  SPENDING/FY  1993 

Did  you  spend  more  in  FY  1993  than  the  $3,557,000?  Take  out 
the  other  Federal  funds  in  that  class,  did  you  spend  more  than 
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Ms.  BOYER.  We  spent  $3,691,000. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Three  million  six  hundred  ninety-one  thousand.  Are 
you  sure? 

Ms.  BOYER.  No,  we  spent  $3,057,000. 

Ms,  Jones.  The  other  was  combined  funding. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  that  year  you  stayed  within  your  budget  because — 
well,  no.  Wait  a  minute.  What  was  your  budget  for  that  year? 

Ms.  Jones.  I  don't  know  at  this  point  because  it  has  been  cut 
twice,  so 

Mr.  Dexon.  Mary  Porter,  who  can  find  anything  even  if  it  doesn't 
exist,  is  going  to  get  it.  John,  just  through  a  fluke  you  have  been 
very  helpful.  No,  you  are 

Ms.  BOYER.  We  try  to  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  to  be  congratulated.  You  will  probably  catch 
the  dickens. 

Mr.  Carver.  I  am  sure  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  you  are  an  agency  that  has  come  up  here  and 
said,  yes,  we  are  doing  deficit  spending.  Have  I  mischaracterized 
what  you  have  said? 

Mr.  Carver.  No. 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  only  difference  between  what  the  District  does 
and  what  we  do  is  they  go  borrow  it  and  we  just  print  it. 

Ms.  BoYER.  Also  in  looking  at  our  FY  1993  budget,  it  is  some- 
what misleading  because  we  did  have  furloughs  for  twelve  days  so 
our  costs  were  artificially  reduced,  so  that  the  actual  spending  does 
not  reflect  what  the  actual  spending  would  have  been  if  we  had  not 
been  furloughed,  and  in  fact  we  had  no  within-grades  for  the  entire 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  try  to  nail  down  FY  1993.  I  am  told  that  the 
revised  figure  was  $2,968,000. 

Ms.  BOYER.  We  deficit  spent  $141,000 — all  attributed  to 
underfunding  in  health  benefits. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  can't  move  that  fast.  Hold  it.  Now  do  I  have  to  in- 
clude another  figure  for  the  total  budget.  What  about  pay. 

Ms.  Jones.  There  wasn't  any  pay  raise  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  there  was  no  pay  raise. 

Mr.  Leonard.  Adjustment. 

Mr.  Dexon.  You  said  there  was  none  in  FY  1993. 

Mr.  Carver.  There  wasn't  one  since  FY  1989,  actually. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let's  do  it  like  a  scalpel.  So  the  actual  figure  of  the 
revised  budget  was  $2,968,000? 

Ms.  BOYER.  Correct. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Our  budget  document  shows,  this  year's  book  shows 
that  you  actually  spent  in  FY  1993  $3,057,000  or  a  difference  of 
$89,000.  That  would  be  deficit  spending? 

Mr.  Carver.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  Mr.  Walsh  says,  if  a  lot  of  agencies  are  doing  this 
with  larger  budgets,  that  is  where  the  trouble  occurs. 

Ms.  Boyer.  As  I  said,  that  was  an  artificially  low  figure  because 
we  did  have — we  saved  over  $90,000  in  Fy  1993  by  being  fur- 
loughed. 

Mr.  Dixon.  For  12  days.  But  that  was  across-the-board  in  the 
District,  right? 
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Ms.  BOYER.  Right,  but  if  we  would  have  had  to  incur  what  would 
have  been  our  normal  personnel  expenses,  our  deficit  would  have 
been  considerably  higher.  We  also  had  a  few  other  things  that  hap- 
pened in  FY  1993  that  reduced  our  spending  that  in  fact  the  obliga- 
tions were  made,  the  obligations  were  never  collected. 

MONTHLY  FINANCIAL  REPORTS  TO  D.C.  CONTROLLER 

Mr.  Carver.  By  the  way,  this  is  laid  out  on  a  monthly  basis.  We 
do  monthly  financial  reports  for  the  Controller's  office,  and  every 
single  monthly  report  I  write  in  exactly  what  the  true  projections 
are. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  they  revise  them? 

BUDGET  OFFICE  CHANGES  TO  AGENCY  SUBMISSIONS 

Mr.  Carver.  They  certainly  revise  the  budget  document.  Every- 
body is  on  notice  on  what  the  true  situation  is. 

Mr.  DixON.  You  sound  kind  of  frustrated  about  this.  But  the 
point  that  I  want  to  make  if  it  is  correct  is  when  you  send  in  your 
figures  for  the  budget  document,  the  Budget  Office  or  somebody  re- 
vises them  in  some  way  because  the  numbers  have  got  to  balance 
out.  I  mean,  is  that — I  don't  want  to  put  words  in  your  mouth. 

Mr.  Carver.  Numbers  have  been  revised  and,  frankly,  impact 
statements  have  been  rewritten. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Walsh? 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  don't  have  any  further  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  want  to  thank  you  all  for  coming  up  today,  John. 
I  will  see  what  I  can  do.  I  am  not  promising,  I  am  not  making  a 
commitment,  but  we  will  see  what  we  can  do. 

Mr.  Carver.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  the 
Agency  to  answer  for  the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Agency's  responses  follow:] 
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Pretrial  Services  Agency 

1.    Please  discuss  the  changes  in  the  office's  workload  over  the 
past  three  years. 

The  Pretrial  Services  Agency's  workload  is  largely  determined 
by  factors  beyond  the  agency's  control.  The  number  of 
interviews  conducted  is  a  function  of  the  number  of  arrests. 
Statistics  indicate  that  we  are  interviewing  and  processing 
approximately  70  more  defendants  per  week  than  three  years 
ago.  In  addition  to  preparing  background  reports  and  risk 
assessments,  the  complexity  of  the  cases  require  increased 
investigation.  The  agency  runs  national  Interstate 
Identification  Index  checks,  FBI  NCIC,  and  National  Law 
Enforcement  Telecommunications  System  queries  to  identify 
offenders  wanted  or  convicted  for  offenses  in  other 
jurisdictions.  Intensive  examination  into  the  surrounding 
states'  criminal  information  systems  is  made  and  supervising 
agents  are  contacted  for  adjustment  information. 

The  agency's  Adult  Drug  Unit  has  encountered  a  dramatic 
increase  in  the  number  of  defendants  ordered  into  drug  testing 
for  the  entire  pendency  of  their  case.  Due  to  lengthy 
"waiting  lists"  for  treatment  and  the  Court's  confidence  in 
the  reliability  of  our  drug  testing  procedures,  more 
defendants  are  being  tested  for  longer  periods  of  time.  We 
expect  to  conduct  22,000  more  tests  in  1994  above  1993 
figures,  and  an  additional  30,000  in  1995. 

Another  significant  increase  in  the  agency's  workload  is  in 
the  area  of  drug  testing  and  producing  compliance  reports  on 
parents  involved  in  abuse  and  neglect  matters.  Three  years 
ago  we  had  20  to  2  5  such  cases  scheduled  to  report  each  week. 
Our  current  workload  has  reached  over  200  parents  and  is 
rapidly  increasing. 

A  direct  result  of  the  rising  number  of  arrestees  processed 
and  drug  tests  conducted  are  increases  in  the  workload  of  our 
supervision  unit.  Staff  supervise  release  conditions,  such  as 
curfews,  around-the-clock  so  that  violations  can  be  brought  to 
the  immediate  attention  of  the  Court.  Our  local  area  network 
contains  open  files  on  over  11,000  active  cases  being  tracked. 

In  FY  1992,  the  agency  became  the  administrator  of  the  City's 
Criminal  Justice  Information  System  (CJIS) .  Since  that  time, 
five  new  agencies  are  participating  in  CJIS  —  D.C.  Department 
of  Corrections,  D.C.  Superior  Court,  both  the  local  and 
federal  Public  Defender  Service,  and  D.C.  Corporation  Counsel. 
In  addition,  2,231  new  user  identifications  have  been  assigned 
access  to  CJIS  since  1991. 


903 


The  last  area  of  change  has  been  the  establishment  last 
October  of  the  Superior  Court  Drug  Intervention  Project,  a 
five  year  demonstration  project.  The  purpose  of  the  project 
is  to  identify  treatment  interventions  that  will  successfully 
break  the  cycle  of  drug  and  crime.  It  is  too  soon  to  evaluate 
the  full  impact  this  project  will  have  on  our  workload.  We 
are  already  linking  the  treatment  community  and  the  justice 
system  in  more  effective  ways.  Since  the  program  became 
operational  in  February,  we  have  placed  over  100  defendants  in 
our  graduated  sanctions  program  and  38  in  enhanced  treatment. 

Notwithstanding,  we  have  sustained  these  extensive  increases 
to  our  workload  with  no  corresponding  increases  in  our 
appropriated  staff.  We  continue  to  do  more  with  less, 
developing  and  enhancing  automation,  such  as  our  Drug  Test 
Management  System,  to  support  the  outstanding  level  and 
quality  of  service  we  provide  to  the  citizens  of  the  District 
of  Columbia. 
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Public  Defender  Service 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  PMic  Defender  Service  (PDS)  is  to  provide  legal  representation  to  indigent 
persons  in  criminal,  juvenile  and  mental  health  commitment  matters  at  both  the  trial  and  appellate 
levels. 

Agency  Description 

The  agency's  mission  is  accomplished  by  providing  quality  legal  representation  to  indigent  persons  in 
the  Criminal,  Family,  and  Special  Proceedings  Divisions  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals.    The  Public  Defender  Service  also 
administers  the  appointment  of  counsel  program  in  the  Superior  Court  through  the  Criminal  Justice 
Act  (CJA)  Office.   Through  its  Prisoners'  Rights  Program,  the  agency  provides  representation  in  civil 
and  administrative  matters  related  to  incarceration  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Department  of 
Corrections.   The  Mental  Health  Division  provides  representation  in  civil  comnrutment  matters.    PDS 
also  provides  a  daily  Duty  Day  Attorney  call-in  and  walk-in  service  which  makes  referrals  and 
provides  legal  assistance  in  criminal  matters  to  private  citizens  and  attorneys. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $7,315,000  and  152.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $187,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $7,128,000  and  152.0  FTEs,  a 
decrease  of  $200,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1995  proposed  budget  include: 

■  To  achieve  the  total  administrative  cost  reduction  of  $278,000,  the  following  reductions  were 
made:    $158,000  in  regular  pay,  $22,000  in  fringe  benefits,  $20,000  in  supplies  and  $78,000  in 
other  services  &  charges. 

■  In  FY  1995,  an  increase  of  $265,000  was  made  in  the  following  object  classes:   $147,000  in 

regular  pay,  $20,000  in  fringe  benefits,  $20,000  in  supplies,  and  $78,000  in  other 
services  &  charges. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1994  revised  budget  include: 

■  To  achieve  total  reductions  of  $200,000,  the  following  reductions  were  made:    $88,000  in 
regular  pay,  $14,000  in  fringe  benefits,  $20,000  in  supplies,  and  $78,000  in  other  services  and 
charges. 
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Public  Defender  Service 


Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:  The  funding  for  this  agency  is  deposited  in  an  account  at  the  Administrative  Office  of  the 
U.S.  Courts.    If  the  agency  underspends  the  budget,  the  funds  remain  in  the  account.    Recent  audits 
of  1988  and  1989  have  indicated  a  surplus  of  approximately  $189,000.    It  is  anticipated  that  audits 
for  1990  and  1991  will  also  indicate  surplus.   The  agency  will  utilize  these  funds  to  supplement  the 
FY  1994  budget  of  $7,128,000  and  the  FY  1995  request  of  $7,315,000. 


Impacts:     The  ability  to  utilize  these  surpluses  should  minimize  the  impact  of  not 
appropriated  funding. 


increasmg 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FE) 


Programs 

Staffing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

01  Public  Defender  Service 

0.0 

152.0 

152.0 

152.0 

7.030 

7.328 

7,128 

7.315 

Toul  Agency 

0.0 

152.0 

1520 

152.0 

7.030 

7.328 

7.128 

7.315 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

1S2.0 

152.0 

152.0 

7,030 

7328 

7,128 

7315 

Federal  Funds 

no 

0.0 

.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlslrlct  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Table  U 


Agency  Outputs  (FE) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY93 

FY94 

FY9S 

Attorney  Representation  (closed  cases) 

9.745 

9.370 

7.250 

7,500 

CJA  financial  eligiblllly  Interviews 

48,000 

54.430 

54,360 

55.000 

PuDli^aiei^nnusfic^Tr 
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Public  Defender  Service 


Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FE) 


Eipoidlture  Type 

Sumng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Propcksed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

0.0 

152.0 

1510 

1520 

0 

5.491 

5.403 

5.480 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Frinfje  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

966 

952 

964 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

0.0 

152,0 

152.0 

1510 

0 

6.457 

6.355 

6.444 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

0 

81 

61 

81 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

159 

159 

159 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

0 

497 

419 

497 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

7.030 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

0 

134 

134 

134 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

7.030 

871 

773 

87i 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

on 

152.0 

1520 

1510 

7.030 

7.328 

7.128 

7.315 

Pubn^afet^nnustic^Ts 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF 

ANGELA  JORDAN  DAVIS,  DIRECTOR 

PUBLIC  DEFENDER  SERVICE 

FOR  THE 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

(m 

PROPOSED   FISCAL   YEAR    1995    BITOGET 

AND 

REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET 
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The  Public  Defender  Service  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
("PDS")  Is  pleased  to  provide  an  opening  statement  concerning  Its 
budgets  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.  The  revised  FY  1994  budget  of 
$7,128,000  and  152  FTEs  reflects  a  reduction  of  $200,000  and  2  FTEs 
from  the  approved  budget  request  of  $7,328,000,  and  the  proposed  FY 
1995  budget  of  $7,315,000  represents  a  decrease  of  $13,000  from  the 
FY  1994  approved  budget.  Although  the  proposed  FY  1994  budget 
would  otherwise  be  Insufficient  to  fund  the  Service's  operations, 
the  agency  will  supplement  Its  budget  with  savings  realized  from 
previous  fiscal  years.  However,  It  Is  anticipated  these  funds  will 
be  depleted  by  FY,  1995,  and  the  Agency  must  request  that  the  FY 
1995  appropriation  be  Increased.  If  the  FY  1995  budget  is  not 
Increased  to  at  least  $8,060,000,  which  is  equivalent  to  the 
projected  amount  of  the  Agency's  FY  94  operating  costs,  the  Agency 
will  be  unable  to  perform  the  services  it  currently  provides  as 
required  by  the  Sixth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution. 

The  Public  Defender  Service  provides  quality  representation 
for  Indigent  criminal  defendants,  juveniles,  prisoners,  and  mental 
health  patients  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  PDS  continues  to 
handle  over  fifty  per  cent  of  the  most  serious  felony  cases  in  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  including  homicides  and 
serious  assaults.  The  Appellate  Division  handles  appeals  from  the 
agency's  Trial  and  Mental  Health  Divisions.  The  Juvenile  Services 
Program  provides  representation  for  juveniles  in  Oak  Hill  and  the 
Receiving  Home  and  conducts  a  Street  Law  course  with  the  goal  of 
reducing  future  involvement  in  criminal  behavior.  The  Prisoners 
Rights  Program  provides  representation  for  prisoners  in  the 
Department  of  Corrections  in  civil  matters  resulting  from  the 
conditions  of  their  Incarceration.  The  Correctional  Services 
Program  assists  prisoners  with  parole  and  other  post-conviction 
matters.  The  Mental  Health  Division  represents  indigent  citizens 
facing  civil  commitment  proceedings. 

The  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  rely  on  the  Public  Defender 
Service  to  provide  representation  in  serious  felony  cases,  juvenile 
cases,  and  mental  health  cases.  In  the  current  system  of 
assignment  of  counsel,  the  majority  of  the  most  serious  cases  are 
assigned  to  PDS  and  the  remaining  cases  are  assigned  to  private 
attorneys  assigned  under  the  Criminal  Justice  Act  ("CJA").  This 
system  has  proven  to  be  the  most  cost-effective,  efficient  means  of 
insuring  the  effective  assistance  of  counsel  as  required  by  the 
Sixth  Amendment. 

The  most  serious  cases  require  the  greatest  resources  because 
they  involve  more  complex  litigation,  investigation,  experts, 
transcripts,  and  overall  hours  of  preparation.  PDS  employs  a  cadre 
of  trained,  experienced  attorneys  qualified  to  handle  these  cases. 
In  addition,  it  is  far  more  cost-effective  to  assign  these  cases  to 
PDS  than  to  the  private  bar.  Although  the  District's  hourly  rate 
for  CJA  attorneys  is  considered  low  when  compared  to  the  federal 
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CJA  rate,  the  average  salary  for  PDS  attorneys  is  still  far  less 
than  that  of  CJA  attorneys  handling  the  maximum  number  of  allowed 
cases.  In  addition,  for  a  typical  ten-day  trial,  estimating  an 
average  of  six  hours  per  day  in-court  time  and  two  hours  per  day 
out-of-court  preparation  time,  the  average  cost  of  a  PDS  attorney 
who  spends  80  hours  on  the  trial  is  $1,770.00,  as  opposed  to 
$4,000.00  required  for  a  CJA  attorney.  Because  the  most  serious 
cases  are  more  time-consuming,  the  existing  mixed  system  in  which 
most  of  the  serious  cases  are  assigned  to  PDS  is  the  most  cost- 
effective  system. 

PDS  provides  support,  assistance,  and  training  to  the  CJA  bar. 
The  Service  administers  the  Appointment  of  Counsel  Program  in  the 
Superior  Court.  The  Service's  Investigative  and  Offender 
Rehabilitation  Divisions  provide  investigative  and  social  work 
services  not  only  to  PDS  clients,  but  to  a  significant  number  of 
clients  of  CJA  attorneys.  The  Service  assigns  an  attorney  each  day 
to  respond  to  legal  inquiries  from  the  bar  and  the  general  public. 
PDS  also  provides  a  basic  monthly  training  program  for  CJA 
attorneys  free  of  charge,  as  well  as  an  expanded  program  consisting 
of  seminars  on  advanced  topics  in  criminal  law  and  trial  practice. 

PDS  cannot  continue  to  provide  representation  for  indigent 
citizens  or  services  to  the  private  bar  in  FY  1995  unless  its 
budget  is  increased.  PDS  will  be  able  to  maintain  its  basic 
operations  through  FY  1994  by  utilizing  cost-cutting  measures  and 
savings  realized  from  previous  fiscal  years.  However,  we  project 
that  those  savings  will  be  depleted  by  FY  1995  and  the  agency's 
budget  will  have  to  be  increased  to  sustain  basic  operations  and 
existing  levels  of  representation. 

Both  the  revised  FY  94  budget  and  proposed  FY-95  budget  are 
less  than  the  agency's  approved  FY  1994  budget  of  $7,328,000.  The 
original  adopted  budget  of  $7,399,000  included  $233,000  that  was 
specifically  earmarked  to  fund  retirement  plans  for  employees  who 
previously  had  no  retirement  benefits.  Excluding  the  funding  for 
the  retirement  benefits  from  the  revised  FY-94  budget  of 
$7,128,000,  the  agency  would  be  left  with  $6,895,000  to  operate  its 
programs  In  FY  1994.  Similarly,  the  agency  would  be  left  with 
$7,082,000  in  FY  1995  if  the  $233,000  is  excluded  from  the  proposed 
budget  of  $7,315,000.  The  PDS  budget  has  not  operated  with  a 
budget  this  small  since  FY  1990.  Since  that  time,  the  agency's 
staff  has  grown  by  22%,  within-grade  increases  have  been  unfunded, 
the  costs  of  expert  services  have  increased,  transcript  costs  have 
increased  drastically,  the  agency  contribution  for  health  benefits 
has  increased,  and  a  cost  of  living  increase  was  recently  approved. 
In  addition,  violent  crime  has  increased  and  cases  have  become  more 
complex  and,  therefore,  more  costly  to  handle.  The  requested 
increase  in  the  FY  1995  budget  mark  is  critical  to  the  Agency's 
ability  to  keep  pace  with  these  increased  costs. 
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In  recent  fiscal  years,  PDS  has  exhausted  every  option 
available  to  absorb  required  reductions  and  funding  limitations. 
At  the  same  time  it  has  continued  to  provide  court-mandated  and 
non-discretionary  services  to  its  clients,  while  operating  in  a 
fiscally  prudent  manner.  As  a  result  of  our  "bare-bones"  operating 
approach,  the  Agency  cannot  absorb  further  cost  increases. 

We  are  aware  of  the  difficult  task  you  have  before  you  in 
ensuring  that  the  District  of  Columbia  balances  its  budget,  while 
simultaneously  funding  the  city's  priorities  and  needs.  We  also 
understand  that  all  public  agencies  must  do  their  part  to  cut 
costs.  The  Public  Defender  Service  will  continue  to  operate  as 
efficiently  as  it  always  has.  However,  PDS  is  a  part  of  the  public 
safety  sector,  and  public  safety  is  clearly  one  of  the  city's  top 
priorities.  One  of  the  most  Important  issues  which  impacts 
directly  on  the  commitment  to  public  safety  and  justice  is  the 
inherent  danger  associated  with  an  inadequately  funded  Public 
Defender  Service.  The  criminal  Justice  system  operates  in  balance 
when  all  of  its  components  are  funded  adequately.  Defense 
attorneys  not  only  protect  the  rights  of  indigent  citizens  accused 
of  crimes,  but  they  also  facilitate  the  resolution  of  cases  within 
the  judicial  system  as  a  whole.  If  the  agency  is  inadequately 
funded  and  serious  cases  are  appointed  to  inexperienced  counsel, 
both  the  short-term  and  long-term  costs  will  be  great.  Not  only 
will  these  cases  be  more  expensive  to  handle  in  the  short-term 
because  of  the  higher  CJA  rate,  but  the  long-term  costs  associated 
with  post-convlctlon  attacks  and  retrials  due  to  inexperienced 
counsel  will  also  Increase  drastically. 

The  Public  Defender  Service  appreciates  the  support  it  has 
received  from  Congress  in  the  past.  We  are  aware  of  the  serious 
budgetary  deficit  faced  by  the  District.  Therefore,  we  are 
requesting  funding  only  for  services  necessary  to  fulfill  our 
responsibilities  effectively  and  efficiently.  Our  request  reflects 
our  intention  to  continue  to  operate  in  a  cost-effective  manner, 
while  carrying  out  our  mission  to  provide  quality  legal  services  to 
the  poor  in  the  criminal  justice  system. 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Board  of  Parole  is  to  protect  the  public  safety  and  promote  the  rehabilitation  of 
offenders  by  determining  if  and  when  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  society  to  release  inmates  who  are 
eligible  for  parole;  by  establishing  the  terms  and  conditions  of  parole:  by  supervising  parolees  in  the 
community:  and  by  deciding  if  and  when  parole  should  be  terminated  because  of  violations  of  parole. 

Agency  Description 

The  Board's  mission  is  accomplished  by  carrying  out  three  important  programs:  parole  decision 
making,  parole  deternunation  services,  and  parole  supervision  services.   The  responsibilities  in  these 
programs  include: 

■  Meeting  the  requirements  of  the  Campbell  v.  McGruder  consent  decree  which  imposes  specific 
time  frames  on  decision  making  for  adult  initial  parole  eligible  inmates. 

■  Guaranteeing  timeliness  pursuant  to  constitutional  due  process  protection  for  parolees  in 
revocation  proceedings  as  set  forth  in  the  Supreme  Court  decision  of  Morrissey  v.  Brewer. 

■  Processing  all  cases  for  Board  consideration  and  communicating  final  decisions  to  the 
appropriate  individuals  and  authorities. 

■  Conducting  parole  release  and  revocation  hearings  and  making  recommendations  to  the  Board 
for  appropriate  actions. 

■  Monitoring  parolees  in  the  conununity  through  a  combination  of  surveillance  techniques  and 
supportive  services. 

■  Monitoring  parolees'  adherence  to  the  conditions  of  parole  and  ensuring  timeliness  in  reporting 
alleged  violations. 

■  Promoting  and  encouraging  parolees  in  the  areas  of  self-development,  financial  independence, 
skills  development  prior  to  release,  and  job  placement  assistance. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:   The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $5,458,000  and  124.6  full- 
time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $414,000  and  an  increase  of  20.0  FTEs  over  the 
revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $5,458,000  and  124.6  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $143,000  and  an 
increase  of  20.0  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $0,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $271,000  and  no  change 
in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 
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FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $5,872,000  and  104.6 

FTEs,  an  increase  of  $271,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $5,601,000  and  104.6  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 

FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $27 1 ,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $27 1 ,000  and 

no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1995  budget  include  the  following: 

■  Redirection  from  rent  savings  -  The  Board  projects  building  rent  savings  of  approximately 
$767,000  by  moving  its  entire  operations  to  a  District-owned  facility  in  FY  1994.  The  savings 
will  be  redirected  to  personal  services  to  hire  20  new  positions:  eight  parole  officers,  two 
Supervisory  Parole  Officers,  one  Parole  Analyst,  one  Computer  Programmer,  one  Network 
Engineer,  one  Data  Base  Administrator,  four  Parole  Assistants,  one  Program  Analyst,  and  one 
File  Clerk,  which  is  estimated  to  cost  $619,000  for  base  salary  and$  126,000  for  additional  gross 
pay  and  fringe  benefits  costs. 

■  Administrative  cost  reduction:  A  reduction  of  $133,000  in  additional  rent  savings  and  $10,000  in 
Other  Services  and  charges  will  be  made  to  meet  the  administrative  cost  reduction. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  workload  is  expected  to  continue  unabated  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995.  This  is  due 
largely  to  the  return  of  D.C.  Code  offenders  from  federal  and  state  systems,  and  the  periodic  release 
of  inmates  from  Lorton  due  to  overcrowding.    Currently,  the  parole  officers'  caseload  ratio  is  156  to 
1,  the  highest  in  the  country.   This  ratio  far  exceeds  the  national  average  of  88  to  1  and  the 
American  Correctional  Association's  (ACA's)  average  of  50  to  1.   During  FY  1994,  the  Board 
anticipates  continuing  to  operate  at  the  current  caseload  level  of  156  to  1. 

In  FY  1993,  the  Board  realigned  parole  supervision  services  to  provide  better  quality  supervision  and 
monitoring.   The  realignment  has  been  very  effective  in  providing  more  focussed  and  needs-specific 
supervision  for  particularly  troublesome  and  high-risk  parolees.    Although  the  caseload  ratios  are  still 
very  high,  they  are  more  manageable  because  of  the  redistribution  of  the  parole  population.    During 
late  FY  1994,  the  Board  anticipates  moving  its  entire  operations  to  a  District-owned  facility  which 
will  provide  a  savings  of  approximately  $900,000  in  building  rent  in  FY  1995. 

The  proposed  FY  1995  budget  includes  an  approximate  savings  of  $767,000  in  building  rent  which 
would  allow  the  Board  to  increase  its  FTE  positions  by  20.     The  additional  parole  officers, 
supervisory  parole  officers,  and  two  of  the  parole  assistants  would  allow  the  Board  to  expand  its 
Parole  Supervision  Services'  realignment  to  include  two  additional  general  supervision  units  and 
increase  the  number  of  parole  officers  in  some  of  the  existing  parole  units.   Establishing  two 
additional  units  would  reduce  the  caseload  ratio  for  general  supervision  parole  officers  from  1 56  to  1 
to  109  to  1  and  assigning  additional  parole  officers  to  the  Young  Adult  units  would  reduce  the 
caseload  ratio  from  103  to  1  to  approximately  77  to  1.   The  caseload  ratio  in  Special  Supervision 
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Services  would  remain  at  its  current  level  of  54  to  1. 

Impacts:    The  overall  impacts  of  the  revised  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  budgets  on  the  Board's 
programs  are  positive  and  will  allow  it  to  operate  effectively.  The  proposed  FY  1995  budget  would 
significandy  lower  the  caseload  ratios  and  improve  caseload  management.    Additional  parole  officers 
would  be  able  to  maintain  parolee  accountability  and  surveillance  in  the  community,  thereby 
reducing  the  risk  to  public  safety.   The  Parole  Supervision  Services'  realignment  would  be  expanded 
to  improve  the  quality  of  specialized  supervision  rendered  to  high-risk  parolees.    An  automated 
tracking  system  would  be  implemented  to  monitor  parole  officer  caseloads.   The  Board  would 
continue  to  enforce  its  statutory  mandate  to  promote  offender  rehabilitation  positively,  which  is 
aimed  at  helping  the  parolee  population  remain  crime-free  in  the  community.   The  Board  would  be 
able  to  remain  in  compliance  with  its  consent  decree,  Campbell  v.  McGruder,  which  mandates  that 
the  Board  of  Parole  must  make  a  parole  determination  for  all  adult  initial  parole  hearings  ten  days 
prior  to  their  parole  eligibility  date,  and  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  decision  in  Morrissey  v.  Brewer, 
which  stipulates  certain  due  process  applicable  in  parole  revocation,  including  a  provision  that 
revocation  proceedings  be  held  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  parolee  is  taken  into  custody. 
Violations  of  either  of  the  two  would  result  in  law  suits  which  ultimately  could  cost  the  District 
substantial  sums  of  money. 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (DD) 


Programs 

surfing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      { 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Plt>poMd 

01  Board  of  Parole 

97.1 

104,6 

104.6 

124.6 

6.468 

5.601 

5.872 

5.458 

Total  Agencj 

97  1 

104.6 

104.6 

124.6 

6.468 

5.601 

5,872 

5.458 

Appropriated  Funds 

97.1 

104.6 

104.6 

124.6 

6,346 

5,601 

5,601 

5,458 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Inlra-Dlstrin  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

185 

0 

271 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  major  outputs  of  the  Board  are  parole  decisions,  that  is,  to  grant  parole,  deny  parole,  revoke 
parole,  resulting  from  various  hearings  conducted  by  the  Board  of  Parole.    Listed  below  are  the 
agency's  proposed  major  outputs  for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1995. 
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Table  U 


Agency  Outputs  (DD) 


Measures 

FYM 

FV93 

FY94 

FY9S 

Active  Parole  PopuUUoa 

4.305 

4.530 

4,802 

5,042 

Inactive  Parole  Population 

454 

561 

617 

691 

Parole  Grants  to  Supervision 

1.275 

1.049 

1.133 

UOl 

Parole  Grants  to  Supervision  thru  Work 
Release 

979 

1.329 

1.488 

1,628 

Parole  PopuUtion  (Warrant  Issue  SUKis) 

1. 421 

1.300 

1.456 

1.602 

Parole  Revocation  Actions  (Criminal) 

479 

380 

438 

460 

Parole  Revocation  Actions  (Nao-Crimlnal) 

565 

445 

514 

540 

Parole  Revocation  Hearings 

1.624 

1.603 

1.731 

1.818 

Parole  Warrants  Issued 

1.361 

1.238 

1.387 

1.498 

Prv-Release  Hearings 

4,521 

4.253 

4.593 

5,052 

Requests  for  Reductions  in  Minimum 
Sentences 

7 

8 

7 

6 

Reviews  for  Trans,  to  Alderson,  W.  Va.  Fed. 
Prison 

24 

1 

0 

0 

Youth  RehabUltatian  Act  25-803  (E)  Studies 

400 

287 

189 

106 

Table  in 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (DD) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUfHng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                   { 

FY93 
Actual 

FY<M 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY»4 
Revised 

FY95 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

96.5 

104.6 

104.6 

124.6 

3.489 

3.758 

3,758 

4,377 

Other  Pay 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

15 

12 

112 

53 

Fringe  Beneflb 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

590 

641 

563 

748 

Total  Personal  Services 

97.1 

104.6 

104.6 

124.6 

4.106 

4.411 

4,433 

5.178 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

52 

35 

35 

35 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81 

58 

58 

58 

Building  Rent 

1.909 

1.002 

980 

102 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

177 

65 

65 

55 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

21 

30 

30 

30 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

2240 

1,190 

1.168 

280 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

97.1 

104.6 

104.61          124.6 

6.346 

5.601 

5,601 

5,458 
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Public  Safety  and  Justice 
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STATEMENT 

OP 

ERTAS  A.  HYMAK,  CHAIRMAN 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BOARD  OP  PAROLE 

FOR  THE 

MEMBERS  OF  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

ON  THE 
REVISED  FY  94  AND  PROPOSED  FY  95  BUDGET  REQUESTS 

THURSDAY,  JUNE  2,  1994 
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Chairman  Olxon  and  MemberB  of  the  Kouae  Subcommittee  on 
Appropriations  for  the  Diatrict  of  Columbia,  I  am  Eriaa  A.  Hyman, 
Chairman  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Board  of  Parol*  and  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  present  the  FY  1994  Revised  and  FY  1995  Proposed 
Budgets  for  the  Board  of  Parole. 

Our  Budget  Recrueat 

To  carry  out  its  statutory  mandates,  the  Board  has  requested 
in  the  FY  1994  Revised  Budget  $5,601,000  and  104.6  full-time 
equivalent  positions  and  in  the  FY  1995  Proposed  Budget  $5,458,000 
and  124.6  full-time  equivalent  positions.  The  FY  Revised  1994 
Budget  represents  a  decrease  of  $199,000  and  six  full-time 
equivalent  positions  from  the  FY  1994  Approved  Budget. 

In  FY  1995,  the  Board  is  requesting  a  decrease  of  $143,000 
from  the  FY  1994  Revised  Budget  and  a  decrease  of  $342,000  from  the 
FY  1994  Approved  Budget.  The  FY  1995  Proposed  Budget  reflects  an 
increase  of  20  full-time  equivalent  positions  from  the  FY  1994 
Revised  Budget  and  14  full-time  equivalent  positions  from  the  FY 
1994  Approved  Budget. 

Allow  me  to  explain  the  decreases  in  the  FY  1994  Revised 
Budget  from  the  FY  1994  Approved  Budget.  During  FY  1993,  the  Board 
of  Parole  participated  in  the  City-wide  Reduction- In-Force  (RIF) 
which  resulted  in  reducing  the  agency's  staff  complement  by  six 
positions  and  the  agency's  budget  amount  by  $199,000. 

In  addition,  the  FY  1995  Proposed  Budget  reflects  a  decrease 
of  $143,000  for  administrative  cost  reductions  from  the  FY  1994 
Revised  Budget  and  $342,000,  which  includes  the  cost  of  the  RIF  and 
administrative  cost  reductions,  from  the  FY  1994  Approved  Budget. 
The  FY  1995  Proposed  Budget  reflects  an  increase  of  20  full-time 
equivalent  positions  from  the  Revised  FY  1994  Budget  and  an 
increase  of  14  full-time  equivalent  positions  from  the  FY  1994 
Approved  Budget.  The  additional  positions  and  the  administrative 
cost  reductions  will  be  adjsorbed  by  the  Board  through  a  projected 
$900,000  building  rant  savings  that  the  Board  anticipates  realizing 
by  relocating  its  entire  operations  to  a  district  government -owned 
facility  by  the  end  of  FY  1994. 

The  20  additional  positions  that  the  Board  anticipates  hiring 
are:  eight  parole  officers,  two  supervisory  parole  officers,  four 
parole  assistants,  one  parole  analyst,  one  computer  programmer,  one 
data  base  administrator,  one  network  engineer,  one  program  analyst, 
and  one  file  clerk.  These  additional  positions  would  allow  the 
Board  of  Parole  to  accomplish  several  major  objectives < 
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1.  Bnhanc*  Che  Parole  Supervision  Servlcea  reallgiunant  by 
creating  one  additional  Oeneral  Supervision  Unit  and 
increaaing  the  number  of  parole  officers  in  the  Young 
Adult  unit.  This  would  lower  the  Oeneral  Supervision 
parole  officer  caseload  ratio  from  156 il  to  125 il. 

The  Young  Adult  parole  officer  caseload  ratio  would  be 
lowered  from  103:1  to  77:1. 

2.  Adequately  staff  the  Office  of  Planning  fc  Information 
Services  (OPIS)  which  currently  has  one  employee  to 
monitor  and  maintain  the  Board's  entire  automated  system. 
The  additional  staff  would  maintain  and  enhance  the 
existing  system  and  implement  automation  programs  that 
would  Improve  productivity  for  the  entire  agency, 
especially  Parole  Supervision  Services  which  is  In 
desperate  need  of  an  automated  program  to  track  and 
monitor  parole  officers  caseloads. 

3.  Improve  staff  support  in  Parole  Determination  Services 
where  the  workload  is  heavily  affected  by  Parole 
Supervision  Services.  The  additional  parole  unit  in 
Parole  Supervision  Services  would  increase  the  number  of 
reports  of  alleged  violations  (RAVS)  that  must  be 
processed  by  Parole  Determination  staff  by  approximately 
33  percent.  The  paperwork  for  the  RAVS  must  be  processed 
in  a  timely  manner  so  that  the  Board  can  render  decisions 
on  whether  to  revoke  parole  and  reincarcerate  or 
reinstate  clients  to  parole. 

4.  The  Board  would  move  its  entire  operation  to  a  district- 
owned  facility  eliminating  building  rent  expense  forever. 
When  I  came  before  you  last  year  for  our  budget  hearing, 
we  had  intended  to  move  our  Parole  Supervision  Services 
Division,  which  is  currently  located  at  1339  Green  Court, 
NW,  to  vacated  office  space  at  613  G  Street,  NW.  This 
move  never  materialized  auid  the  Board  is  currently  paying 
rent  for  two  locations  in  an  amount  far  greater  than  the 
amount  included  in  its  FY  1994  Approved  Budget.  We 
believe  that  the  move  will  take  place  during  this  fiscal 
year  and  the  Board's  entire  operations  will  be  affected. 

Parole  Officers 

During  my  tenure  at  the  Board  of  Parole,  I  have  focused  much 
of  my  attention  on  the  continual  growth  in  the  parole  population 
and  parole  officer  caseloads.  Currently,  the  ratio  for  Oeneral 
Supervision  parole  officers,  who  supervise  the  largest  segment  of 
our  parole  population,  is  156:1  while  the  national  average  is  86:1 
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and  th«  Amarlcan  Corractional  Aasoclation's  (ACA'a)  recommendad 
level  ia  50!l.  In  searching  for  poaiibla  solutiona  to  thia  growing 
problem,  I  focused  on  the  resources  that  were  readily  available  and 
decided  to  realign  the  existing  resources  in  Parole  Supervision 
Services. 

The  Parole  Supervision  Services  realignment  redistributed 
caseloads  so  that  the  Board  could  better  address  the  unique  needs 
of  the  different  parole  populations.  Consistent  with  Mayor  Kelly's 
initiatives  to  put  greater  emphasis  on  our  youth,  the  realignment 
established  one  Young  Adult  unit  to  address  the  needs  of  some  of 
our  most  difficult  clients.  These  clients  are  between  the  agea  of 
16  and  26,  have  special  needs,  and  pose  the  greatest  risk  to 
society.  The  current  caseloads  for  young  adult  clients  are  103:1. 
In  FY  1995,  the  additional  parole  officers  requested  would  assist 
the  Board  in  lowering  the  young  adult  parole  officer  caseloads  to 
77il. 

The  General  Supervision  parole  officer  caseloads  consist  of 
"senior",  older,  more  stable  clients  who  are  less  likely  to  become 
involved  in  criminal  activity.  We  believe  that  these  clients 
require  less  supervision,  therefore,  the  caseloads  can  be  higher. 
However,  156:1  is  much  higher  than  parole  officers  can  adequately 
manage  and  provide  quality  supervision  and  monitoring.  We 
anticipate  lowering  the  General  Supervision  parole  officer  caseload 
ratio  to  125:1  with  the  additional  parole  officers  requested  for  FY 
1995. 

Office  of  Planning  &  Information  Services 

Consistent  with  Mayor  Kelly's  efforts  to  achieve  efficiencies 
and  to  improve  the  quality  of  services  throughout  the  government, 
the  Board  began  implementation  of  a  comprehensive  case  management 
and  Information  system  in  April,  1991.   The  system,  known  as  the 
Parole  Information  System  or  "PARIS,"  provides  schedules  and  docket 
information;  records  and  tracks  case-related  documents;  tracks  file 
location;  captures  and  maintains  parole  data;  produces  reports;  and 
produces  monthly  hearing  calendars.   These  functions  were 
specifically  incorporated  Into  the  program  design  to  facilitate 
more  efficient  and  effective  service  delivery  and  performance 
throughout  the  agency. 

Implementation  of  PARIS  is  not  yet  complete  for  the  parole 
decision -making  functions  of  the  Board  of  Parole.  We  must  await 
the  move  of  the  entire  Board  to  300  Indiana  Avenue  before  we  can 
provide  automated  case  management  capabilities  to  Parole 
Supervision  Services.  Once  fully  on-line,  the  system  is  expected 
to  greatly  assist  the  agency  in  tracking  and  monitoring  the  entire 
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parole  proceee  from  initial  determination,  through  Bupervlsion, 
until  sentence  expiration. 

Currently,  the  Board  has  only  one  employee,  a  computer 
■peciallst,  who  1b  technically  competent  to  monitor,  maintain,  and 
enhance  this  system.  One  person  cannot  maintain  the  system  and 
bring  Parole  Supervision  Services  on  line  because  it  is  too  much 
worJc  for  one  person.  The  day-to-day  demands  on  the  computer 
specialist  are  overwhelming  and  the  additional  staff  requested  in 
PY  1995  would  assist  in  relieving  the  workload  of  this  individual, 
assist  In  monitoring,  maintaining  and  enhancing  this  system,  and 
would  enable  the  Board  to  bring  Parole  Supervision  Services  on 
line. 

parole  Dqt^ermtnation  Services 

Parole  Determination  Services  is  the  primary  support  division 
for  the  Board's  decision  making  process.  It  is  in  this  division 
that  "production"  must  be  a  priority  so  that  the  Board  can  remain 
in  compliance  with  the  court  orders  of  CaTT\pbell  v.  McGruder.  which 
stipulates  that  the  Board  of  Parole  must  make  a  parole 
determination  for  all  adult  initial  parole  hearings  ten  days  prior 
to  offenders'  parole  eligibility  dates;  and  Morris sev  v.  Brewer, 
which  mandates  that  certain  due  process  is  applicable  in  parole 
revocation  reviews  Including  a  provision  that  revocation 
proceedings  be  tendered  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  parolee 
is  taken  into  custody.  The  work  of  this  division  is  controlled  by: 
(1)  the  eligibility  of  inmates  for  parole  and  the  need  for  timely 
processing  of  eligible  inmates  and,  (2)  the  conduct  of  parole 
revocation  proceedings  within  60  days  from  the  time  a  parolee  is 
taken  into  custody. 

The  staff  In  Parole  Determination  Services  must  process  all 
parole  cases  in  a  timely  fashion  so  that  deoleione  to  grant  or 
revoke  parole  can  be  rendered  expeditiously,  conduct  parole 
hearings  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Board  regarding  the  status 
of  parole,  process  parole  cases  from  the  point  of  eligibility  for 
parole  to  the  point  where  the  parole  decision  is  communicated  to 
the  institution  and  Inmate,  review  and  analyze  allegations  of 
parole  violations,  coordinate  the  warrant  process  and  serve  notices 
of  rights  to  inmates  at  the  institutions. 

The  work  of  Parole  Determination  Services  is  vital  to  the 
parole  process.  It  would  be  extremely  difficult  for  me  to  request 
additional  staff  for  Parole  Supervision  Services,  without  also 
requesting  additional  staffing  for  Parole  Determination  Services. 
If  staffing  Is  not  also  increased  in  Parole  Determination  Services, 
mandates  could  be  severely  compromised.  The  additional  staff 
requested  in  the  FY  1995  Proposed  Budget  would  provide  tremendous 
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asslatancA  in  tlmaly  proceaaing  of  tha  workload  and  ensuring 
compliance  with  the  coiurt  orders. 

In  Py  1993,  Board  officials  conducted  over  5,600  hearlnga,  and 
expect  to  conduct  approximately  £,300  hearlnga  In  FY  1994  and  6, BOO 
hearings  in  FY  1995.  By  the  end  of  FY  1994,  approximately  73 
percent  of  total  hearings  will  be  parole  release  hearings,  and  27 
percent  will  be  parole  revocation  hearings.  The  board  expects  to 
grant  parole  in  approximately  2,600  cases  or  57  percent  of  all 
parole  release  hearings,  and  revoke  parole  in  approximately  952 
cases  or  54  percent  of  the  total  revocation  hearings. 

Rent  Payment 

Over  the  past  three  years,  the  Board  of  Parole  has  been  faced 
with  extremely  high-rent  office  space  for  both  ita  headquarters, 
which  la  located  at  717  14th  Street,  N.W.,  and  its  Parole 
Supervision  Services  Division,  which  is  located  at  1339  Oreen 
Court,  N.W.  1  have  worked  closely  with  the  Department  of 
Administrative  Services  to  identify  district  government -owned  space 
to  house  the  Board's  operations. 

Initially,  the  entire  Board  was  scheduled  to  move  to  a  building 
which  was  to  be  constructed  on  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr  Avenue,  6.B. 
and  was  never  built.  Subsequently,  tha  Board  was  scheduled  to  move 
only  Parole  Supervision  Services  to  space  vacated  by  the  D.C. 
Office  of  Personnel  at  613  "G"  street,  N.W.,  which  is  no  longer  an 
option. 

He  now  expect  to  move  the  Board's  entire  operations  to  the 
second  floor  of  the  Municipal  Center  at  300  Indiana  Avenue,  N.W. 
This  location  would  be  ideal  for  the  Board  because  most  of  the 
agencies  that  we  deal  with  on  a  daily  basis  would  be  at  our 
disposal.  This  move  is  scheduled  to  take  place  by  the  close  of 
fiscal  year  1994. 

Aaancv  Cooperation 

The  Board  has  worked  closely  with  the  Department  o£ 
Correctlona  to  insist  that  inmates  participate  in  programs  while 
incarcerated.  We  want  inmates  to  prepare  themselves  while 
incarcerated  eo  that  they  will  have  better  chances  to  live  crime - 
free  lives  once  released  into  the  community. 

We  are  in  the  process  of  developing  a  strong  working 
relationship  with  the  U.S.  Attorney's  Office.  My  colleagues  and  I 
invited  U.S.  Attorney  Eric  Holder  to  address  the  Board's  employees 
on  two  occasions.   He  accommodated  ue  both  times.  At  a  future 
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date,  Z  will  reclprocata  and  address  the  attorneys  in  the  U.S. 
Attorney's  Office. 

The  working  ralationahipa  that  the  Board  has  developed  with 
the  courts  and  the  U.S.  Attorney's  Office  are  especially  important 
after  the  passage  of  the  "Bail  Reform  Act"  as  it  related  to  the 
practice  of  the  courts  ordering  five-day  holds  on  parolees.  The 
Act  allows  the  courts  to  detain  parolees  for  5  days  without  a 
hearing.  The  U.S.  Attorney's  Office  generally  requests  that  the 
Board  issue  warrants  for  such  parolees.  Although  the  Board  is  not 
required  to  issue  warrants  in  these  cases,  we  must  gather  all  of 
the  information  required  to  meOce  a  determination  within  five  days. 
This  practice  has  put  an  additional  strain  on  the  Board  of  Parole 
staff  but  we  have  realigned  our  Parole  Determination  staff  to 
distribute  the  workload  more  equitably. 

The  Board  has  worked  with  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department 
to  coordinate  warrant  data  and  is  finalizing  the  implementation  of 
a  "Day  Reporting"  program,  which  will  require  newly  released 
parolees  to  report  to  their  local  police  district  within  72  hours 
of  release. 

The  Board  continues  under  increasing  legal  pressure  to  conduct 
hearings  and  render  decisions  within  judicially  mandated  time 
frames.  The  Board  continues  to  be  inundated  with  complaints  and 
petitions  for  writs  o£  habeas  corpus  filed  in  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  United  States  District  Court  by 
D.C.  Code  violators.  While  many  of  the  issues  raised  in  the 
complaints  and  petitions  are  without  sound  legal  foundation,  the 
Board  is  required  to  respond  to  all  of  them  in  a  timely  manner. 
Additionally,  in  response  to  the  increasing  number  of  complaints 
and  petitions,  the  courts,  in  many  cases,  have  shortened  our  time 
period  for  responding.  This  circumstance  has  created  a  tremendous 
demand  on  the  Board's  resources  and  challenged  its  creativity. 

I  continue  to  be  very  excited  about  the  Board  of  Parole,  its 
staff,  the  projects  we  have  undertaken,  and  its  increasingly 
integral  relationship  with  the  Department  of  Corrections. 

While  our  city  and  our  criminal  justice  system  face  very 
serious  and  challenging  times  ahead,  1  am  confident  that  the  Board 
of  Parole  will  continue  to  meet  these  challenges  responsibly  and 
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•fficlently. 

We  greatly  appreciate  the  support  that  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
the  Member*  of  the  House  Subcommittea  on  Appropriationa  have  given 
ua,  and  we  look  forward  to  working  together  with  you  in  the 
exciting  days  ahead. 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  National  Guard  (DCNG)  is  to  serve  as  an  integral 
component  of  the  nation's  military  forces  when  activated,  and  during  civil  emergencies  or 
disturbances  to  protect  life,  property,  and  the  interests  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Agency  Description 

The  District  of  Columbia  National  Guard  serves  both  the  District  and  federal  governments.    The 
DCNG  consists  of  23  Army  and  1 8  Air  Force  National  Guard  units,  with  an  authorized  strength  of 
approximately  3,666  personnel.   These  units  are  maintained  in  a  state  of  readiness  and  are  trained, 
equipped,  and  prepared  to  respond  to  a  presidential  order  or  call  to  partial  or  full  readiness  for  active 
service  as  the  particular  situation  warrants. 

DCNG  actively  supports  the  mayor's  priorities  of  jobs,  youth  programs,  economic  development,  and 
a  drug-free  community.   This  commitment  involves  the  availability  of  federal  resources  to  the 
District,  that  is,  helicopters  and  other  specialized  equipment  as  required.    Moreover,  DCNG's 
community  services  to  the  District  of  Columbia  includes  the  continued  operation  of  the  annual  10- 
day  youth  leadership  camp  for  selected  high  school  students,  participating  in  various  District  and 
community  ceremonial  functions,  and  sponsoring  numerous  charitable  activities. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,056,000  and  34.0  full-time  equivalent 

(Kit)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $44,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,100,000  and  34.0  FTEs,  no  change 
in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■     FY  1995  cost  reduction  which  includes  $10,000  from  supplies,  $17,000  from  other  services  and 
charges,  and  $17,000  from  equipment  to  reflect  the  agency's  administrative  cost  reduction. 


Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  agency  will  continue  to  implement  cost-cutting  measures  and  management 
efficiencies.    In  line  with  the  Mayor's  crime  prevention  initiative,  DCNG,  in  partnership  with  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department,  will  substantially  increase  its  role  and  redirect  more  resources  in 
order  to  counter  drug-related  crimes.   A  task  force  has  been  established  to  coordinate  and  ensure  that 
the  DCNG  contributes  significantly  to  the  Mayor's  crime  initiative. 

Impacts:  The  proposed  FY  1994  revised  budget  and  P^  1995  budget  will  allow  the  DCNG  to 
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perform  its  stated  mission. 

Table  I  Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (FK) 


Programs 

Suning  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FV9S 
Proposed 

01  NaUonal  Guard 

14.3 

34.0 

34.0 

34.0 

1.237 

1.100 

1.100 

1 .056 

ToUl  Agency 

34.3 

34.0 

34.0 

34.0 

1.237 

1.100 

1.100 

1.056 

Appropriated  Funds 

34J 

34.0 

34.0 

34.0 

U37 

1,100 

1,100 

1,056 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Inlra-Dlstrlcl  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  program  performance  data  shows  a  cross-section  of  the  performance  measures.    For  example. 
Emergency  Assistance  indicates  the  number  of  responses  to  emergencies;  Ceremonial  Functions 
indicate  the  number  of  ceremonies  the  DCNG  participated  in;  Youth  Leadership  Camp  indicates  the 
number  of  youths  accommodated  at  youth  leadership  camps;  Officer  Candidate  indicates  the  number 
of  DCNG  military  personnel  participating  in  formal  officer  cadre  training;  and  NCO  Enlisted  School 
indicates  the  number  of  military  enlisted  personnel  participating  in  formal  noncommissioned  officer 
developmental  training. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (FK) 


Mca.sures 

FY92 

FY93 

FY94 

FY9S 

Cermonlal  Functions 

go 

90 

50 

50 

Emergency  Assistance 

45 

45 

30 

30 

NCO  Enlisted  School 

150 

150 

150 

1.50 

Offlcer  Candidate 

50 

50 

50 

20 

other  Misc.  Community  .Service  Events 

95 

95 

50 

50 

Training  program  Participation  Civil 
Disturbance 

250 

200 

200 

200 

War  on  Drugs 

550 

550 

600 

600 

Youth  l.eadershlp  Camp 

150 

150 

150 

too 

PuDTi^Jalet^n^JiJstic^^ntr 
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Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FK) 


Expcndtture  T;pc 

Stafllng  (TTE)                       ] 

Funding  ($000)                                  | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FYM 
Revbed 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY»4 
Budget 

FVM 
Revbed 

FY95 
Proposed 

Personal  S«f-vlce9                                                                                               1 

1 

RcKulzr  Pay 

34.3 

34.0 

34.0 

34.0 

976 

903 

903 

903 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

AddlUolial  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

184 

94 

94 

94 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

34.3 

34.0 

34.0 

34.0 

1.164 

997 

997 

997 

NonPersonal  Services 

t 

Supplies 

36 

20 

20 

10 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

13 

10 

10 

10 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

20 

52 

52 

35 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

4 

21 

21 

4 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

73 

103 

103 

59 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

34.3 

34.0 

34.0 

34.0 

1237 

1.100 

1.100 

1.056 

PuDU^aTet^nnustic^TzT 
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BUDGET  STATEMENT  TO 

THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

SUBMITTED  BY  MAJOR  GENERAL  RUSSELL  C.  DAVIS 

COMMANDING  GENERAL  OF  THE 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  GUARD 

May  1994 

INTRODUCTION 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  I 
AM  PLEASED  TO  MEET  WITH  YOU  TODAY.   I  WILL  PROVIDE  AN  OVERVIEW  OF 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  GUARD'S  OPERATIONS  FOR  1993  AND 
COMMENT  OU   THE  ?PC?'~--'"  ""■'  ?'  y.SV'SV.D    -T.T'C^Er  .i^ID  FY  95  BUDGET. 
WITH  A  VIEW  TO  ITS  A.^.^  .^    Al.^  ..-JuJiriCIJ  Or  r.<.OTECTING  OUR  NATION 
AND  SERVING  OUR  DISTRICT  COMMUNITY.   THE  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD 
STARTED  JANUARY  1993  AT  A  FAST  PACE  PROVIDING  NEARLY  600  MILITARY 
AND  SECURITY  POLICE  FOR  CROWD  AND  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  SUPPORT  TO  THE 
METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT  FOR  THE  PRESIDENTIAL  INAUGURATION. 
ALSO,  ON  SHORT  NOTICE,  MORE  THAN  450  D.  C.  GUARDSMEMBERS 
REPRESENTED  THE  ENTIRE  NATIONAL  GUARD  SERVING  AS  COLOR  GUARDS, 
HONOR  GUARDS  AND  IN  A  CROWD  CONTROL  MISSION  FOR  THE  "BELLS  OF 
HOPE"  CEREMONY,   ONE  OF  MANY  1993  PRESIDENTIAL  INAUGURAL  EVENTS 
WHICH  WE  WERE  INVOLVED  IN. 

INAUGURATION  DAY  ALSO  IMPACTED  ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
NATIONAL  GUARD  ARMORY  WHEN  IT  WAS  USED  TO  HOST  ONE  OF  SEVERAL 
INAUGURAL  BALLS  ATTENDED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  MAYOR 
DINKINS  (NY),  MAYOR  KELLY  (DC)  AND  MANY  OTHER  DIGNITARIES. 

AS  A  VITAL  PART  OF  OUR  COUNTRY'S  NATIONAL  DEFENSE,  OUR 
3,700-  MEMBER  FORCE  MORE  THAN  MET  ITS  TRAINING  COMMITMENT  WHILE 
BALANCING  THE  RESPONSIBILITIES  OF  OUR  MEMBERS'  FULL-TIME  CIVILIAN 
OCCUPATIONS.   BOTH  OUR  ARMY  AND  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  ORGANIZATIONS 
ACHIEVED  EXCEPTIONAL  RATINGS  IN  THEIR  MOST  RECENT  INSPECTIONS  BY 
THE  ACTIVE  ARMY  AND  AIR  FORCE.   THE  113TH  FIGHTER  WING  AND  THE 
201ST  AIRLIFT  SQUADRON,  AT  ANDREWS  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  RECEIVED  THE 
AIR  FORCE  OUTSTANDING  UNIT  AWARD,  AN  IMPRESSIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENT. 
THIS  WAS  THE  SECOND  CONSECUTIVE  AWARD  FOR  THE  113TH,  A  RARE 
ACHIEVEMENT  FOR  AN  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  UNIT. 

THE  ARMY  GUARD'S  1380TH  QUARTERMASTER  SUPPLY  COMPANY 
SUCCESSFULLY  COMPLETED  ITS  FIRST  OPERATIONAL  READINESS  EXERCISE, 
A  NEW  AND  MORE  REALISTIC  EVALUATION,  WHICH  IS  PROVIDED  BY  THE 
ACTIVE  ARMY  TO  ENHANCE  AND  ASSESS   READINESS. 

ALSO,  THE  547TH  LIGHT/MEDIUM  TRUCK  COMPANY  IS  NOW  A 
CONTINGENCY  FORCE  POOL  UNIT  AND  WILL  RECEIVE  THE  SAME 
REQUIREMENTS  AS  THE  1380TH.    ADDITIONAL  SUPPORT  AND  RESOURCES 
ARE  NEEDED  FOR  THESE  HIGH  PRIORITY  UNITS. 

TO  TRAIN  FOR  WORLDWIDE  DEPLOYMENT  CONTINGENCIES,  SEVERAL  OF 
OUR  UNITS  SERVED  ABROAD  IN  1993,  IN  EUROPE  AND  CENTRAL  AMERICA, 
TRAINING  WITH  ACTIVE  U.S.  ARMY,  NAVY,  AIR  FORCE  AND  MARINES  UNITS 
AND  FOREIGN  MILITARY  FORCES.   TO  INCREASE  COMBAT  CAPABILITY,  THE 
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113TH  FIGHTER  WING  BEGAN  CONVERTING  FROM  ITS  1979  F-16  A/B 
FIGHTING  FALCON  JETS  FOR  THE  MORE  SOPHISTICATED  1985  F-16  C/D 
MODELS,  KEEPING  THE  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  ON  THE  CUTTING  EDGE  OF 
THE  TOTAL  FORCE'S  NATIONAL  DEFENSE. 

THE  AWARDS  AND  RECOGNITION  WE  HAVE  RECEIVED  FROM  HIGHER 
MILITARY  HEADQUARTERS  AND  THOSE  AWARDED  BY  NATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 
VALIDATE  OUR  HIGH  QUALITY  OF  TRAINING  AND  READINESS.    THEY  ALSO 
ATTEST  TO  THE  HIGH  QUALITY  VOLUNTEER  CITIZEN-SOLDIERS  AND 
CITIZEN-AIRMEN  FROM  GREATER  WASHINGTON,  DC  THAT  MAKE  UP  THE 
"CAPITAL  GUARDIANS,"  THE  DC  NATIONAL  GUARD. 

A  COMMITMENT  TO  THE  LOCAL  COMMUNITY 

WHILE  WE  TRAIN  AND  PREPARE  FOR  WORLDWIDE  DUTY  ON  A  MOMENT'S 
NOTICE  IN  SUPPORT  OF  NATIONAL  SECURITY,  OUR  MEN  AND  WOMEN 
CONTINUE  TO  MAKE  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  ENSURE  OUR  HOMETOWN  COMMUNITY 
IS  A  BETTER  PLACE  TO  LIVE  AND  WORK  IN  A  SAFE  AND  DRUG- FREE 
ENVIRONMENT. 

OUR  PARTNERS- IN-EDUCATION  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICE  INCREASED 
MARKEDLY  THIS  PAST  YEAR.    OUR  YOUTH  WEEKEND  PROGRAM,  LAUNCHED  IN 
LATE  1992  WITH  THE  DISTRICT  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS,  SERVED  MORE  THAN  700 
TEENAGERS,  PROVIDING  IN-RESIDENT  WEEKEND  WORKSHOPS  ADDRESSING  THE 
CRITICAL  ISSUES  FACED  BY  OUR  SCHOOL-AGE  YOUTH.   THIS  PROGRAM  IS 
CONDUCTED  AT  FORT  MEADE  AND  WHILE  THE  BULK  OF  THE  FUNDS  WERE 
FEDERAL  AND  THE  FULL  TIME  PERSONNEL  ARE  EITHER  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 
OR  VOLUNTEERS,  THE  REQUIREMENT  FOR  DC  FUNDS  IS  CRITICAL  TO  PAY 
FOR  FOOD.    THE  PROJECTED  FUNDING  FOR  RATIONS  FOR  THE 
S.U.P.P.O.R.T  PROGRAM  IS  $6,000  FOR  THIS  YEAR. 

OUR  AWARD-WINNING  YOUTH  LEADERS'  CAMP,  HELD  FOR  THE  26TH 
CONSECUTIVE  YEAR  AT  ABERDEEN  PROVING  GROUND,  MARYLAND,  HELPED  14  0 
STUDENTS,  AGES  13-15  (29  FROM  DC)  DEVELOP  LEADERSHIP,  DISCIPLINE 
AND  ORGANIZATIONAL  SKILLS  IN  A  STRUCTURED  TEN-DAY  RESIDENTIAL 
SETTING.   THIS  PROGRAM  HAS  A  COUNTERDRUG  COMPONENT  AND  LIMITED 
FEDERAL  FUNDS  ARE  USED  ALONG  WITH  CONTRIBUTIONS  SOLICITED  FROM 
LOCAL  BUSINESSES.   THE  BALANCE  OF  THE  MONIES  ($2,000  IN  FY  93  AND- 
$3,500  IN  FY  94)  ARE  FROM  THE  DC  APPROPRIATED  FUNDS  AND  ARE 
CRUCIAL  FOR  THE  YOUTH  LEADERS'  PROGRAM. 

IN  LATE  SEPTEMBER,  WE  JOINED  WITH  THE  MARYLAND  NATIONAL 
GUARD  IN  THE  "CHALLENGE"  PILOT  PROGRAM- -A  PROGRAM  AIMED  AT 
HELPING  TEENAGERS  AGED  16-18  BECOME  MORE  PRODUCTIVE  CITIZENS.  THE 
"CHALLENGE"  PROGRAM  TARGETS  DRUG-FREE,  HIGH  SCHOOL  DROPOUTS  AND 
PROVIDES  THEM  A  SECOND  CHANCE  TO  EARN  A  HIGH  SCHOOL  EQUIVALENCY 
AND  A  $2,200  STIPEND  FOR  HIGHER  EDUCATION  UPON  SUCCESSFUL 
COMPLETION  OF  THE  PROGRAM.   THIS  FIVE-MONTH  RESIDENT  PROGRAM 
RECENTLY  GRADUATED  ITS  FIRST  CLASS.  APPROXIMATELY  21  OF  THE  3  8 
APPLICANTS  ARE  PARTICIPATING  IN  A  SECOND  CLASS  BEGINNING  ON 
MARCH  13,  1994.  IN  ANOTHER  PARTNERS- IN-EDUCATION  EFFORT,  WE  ARE 
CONTINUING  OUR  MENTORING  AND  SUPPORT  INITIATIVES  WITH  FIVE  LOCAL 
SCHOOLS  INCLUDING  THREE  DC  SCHOOLS:   FLETCHER  JOHNSON  JUNIOR  HIGH 
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SCHOOL,  EASTERN  HIGH  SCHOOL  AND  LEMON  HINE  JUNIOR  HIGH  SCHOOL. 
OUR  MILITARY  VOLUNTEERS  SERVE  IN  THE  SCHOOL  AND  PROVIDE  THE 
EXPERTISE  OF  HIGH  FLIGHT  AND  HIGH  TECHNOLOGY  ALONG  WITH  FIELD 
TRIPS  TO  MOTIVATE  THE  YOUTH  IN  PURSUIT  OF  KNOWLEDGE  CONCERNING 
SCIENCE  AND  MATH. 

WE  HAVE  ALSO  CONDUCTED  MANY  YOUTH  RELATED  ACTIVITIES  TO 
INCLUDE : 

--  BLACK  HISTORY  MONTH,  HIGHLIGHTED  BY  KEYNOTE  SPEAKER 
PRINCESS  WHITFIELD,  NATIONALLY  RECOGNIZED  PRINCIPAL  OF  LEMON  HINE 
JUNIOR  HIGH  SCHOOL,  JOINED  BY  THE  SPINGARN  HIGH  SCHOOL  CHOIR  AND 
150  JUNIOR  AND  SENIOR  HIGH  SCHOOL  STUDENTS. 

--   AVIATION  CAREER  DAY,  HELD  AT  THE  DC  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD 
FACILITY  AT  ANDREWS  AIR  FORCE  BASE  WAS  ATTENDED  BY  MORE  THAN 
2,300  GREATER  WASHINGTON  TEENAGERS  (1,500+  FROM  DC  SCHOOLS) --A 
POSITIVE  TESTAMENT  THAT  THE  SKY  IS  THE  LIMIT  FOR  YOUNG  MINDS  WHO 
ASPIRE  TO  AVIATION-RELATED  CAREERS  IN  THE  CIVILIAN  OR  MILITARY 
WORKFORCE . 

COUNTERNARCOTICS  TN  THE  DISTRICT 

SINCE  1989  WHEN  CONGRESS  AUTHORIZED  DEDICATED  FUNDING,  THE 
D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  PROVIDED  EXTENSIVE  TECHNICAL  SUPPORT  AND 
EQUIPMENT  TO  LOCAL  AND  FEDERAL  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  AGENCIES,  AND  THE 
DC  METROPOLITAN  POLICE  DEPARTMENT  (DCMPD) . 

THE  YEAR  1993  SAW  A  TREMENDOUS  EXPANSION  IN  THE  LITE -ALL 
MISSION  WHICH  WENT  FROM  ONE  TO  FIVE.   THE  MISSION  HELPS  DETER 
DRUG  DISTRIBUTION  BY  PROVIDING  HIGH  INTENSITY  LIGHTS  IN  DISTRICT 
NEIGHBORHOODS.   THESE  MISSIONS  ARE  CONDUCTED  IN  COORDINATION  WITH 
DCMPD  AND  LOCAL  CITIZEN  COALITIONS. 

A  NEW  MISSION  BEGAN  IN  MID-SEPTEMBER  AND  CONTINUED  THROUGH 
JANUARY  1994.   OUR  MILITARY  MECHANICS  CHANNELED  THEIR  VEHICLE 
REPAIR  SKILLS  TO  SUPPORT  THE  DCMPD  FLEET  MAINTENANCE  OPERATIONS. 
THEY  REPAIRED  AND  RETURNED  TO  SERVICE  MORE  THAN  270  DCMPD 
VEHICLES.   WHILE  THIS  PROGRAM  IS  DISCONTINUED  DUE  TO  LACK  OF 
FUNDING,  IT  SAVED  THE  DISTRICT  BUDGET  APPROXIMATELY  $250,000  IN 
FY  93  AND  THE  FIRST  QUARTER  OF  FY  94  . 

MORE  RECENTLY,  WE  HAVE  PROVIDED  TWO  DCNG  OH-58  OBSERVATION 
HELICOPTERS   WITH  A  HIGH  TECHNOLOGY  (INFRARED/HEAT  IMAGING) 
SURVEILLANCE  CAPABILITY  TO  HELP  THE  DCMPD  IN  THEIR  EFFORTS  TO 
DETER  ILLEGAL  DRUG  PRODUCTION  AND  TRAFFICKING.   DCNG  PERSONNEL 
HAVE  TRAINED  AND  NOW  DCMPD  HAVE  PERSONNEL  WHO  OPERATE  THE  HIGH 
TECH  SOPHISTICATED  EQUIPMENT  AS  PART  OF  THEIR  CRIME  FIGHTING 
ARSENAL . 
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EMERGENCY  SUPPORT 

IN  LATE  1993,  WORKING  WITH  THE  DC  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS  (DCOEP) ,  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  RESOURCES  WERE  USED  TO 
HELP  AID  DISTRICT  AGENCIES  AND  CITIZENS  AS  A  WATER  CONTAMINATION 
ALERT  FORCED  CITIZENS  TO  BOIL  OR  IMPORT  WATER  FROM  OTHER  SOURCES. 
USING  AVAILABLE  MOBILE  WATER  TRAILERS,  DCNG  PROVIDED  CONTINUOUS 
POTABLE  WATER  TO  THE  D.C.  CORRECTIONS  CENTER  AND  OTHER  AGENCIES, 
DURING  THE  PERIOD  8-11  DECEMBER  1993. 

ON  CHRISTMAS  NIGHT  1993,  A  NUMBER  OF  D.C.  GUARD  MEMBERS  LEFT 
THEIR  HOMES  AND  FAMILIES  AND  RESPONDED  ON  SHORT  NOTICE  TO  A 
REQUEST  FROM  DCOEP  TO  SUPPLY  WATER  TO  CRITICAL  FACILITIES  AND 
INSTITUTIONS  WHEN  A  WATER  MAIN  BROKE.  ONCE  AGAIN  DC  WATER 
SUPPLIES  WERE  THREATENED. 

ON-GOING  COMMin^ITY  SUPPORT 

OUR  COUNTERNARCOTICS  MISSIONS  HAVE  BEEN  VERY  VISIBLE. 
HOWEVER,  SEVERAL  OTHER  COMMUNITY  EFFORTS  CONTINUE  EVERY  YEAR 
WHICH  ARE  NOT  WIDELY  ADVERTISED. 

o     FOODBASKET  PROGRAM- -D . C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  MEMBERS 
VOLUNTEERLY  RAISED  MONEY  TO  PURCHASE  MORE  THAN  250  FOODBASKETS 
WHICH  THEY  DELIVERED  TO  NEEDY  AREA  FAMILIES  DURING  THE  HOLIDAYS. 
IN  ITS  17TH  YEAR,  THE  FOODBASKET  PROGRAM  HAS  BEEN  WARMLY  RECEIVED 
BY  MANY  OF  OUR  LOCAL  FAMILIES  AND  SUPPORT  GROUPS. 

o     PERSONNEL  SUPPORT  AND  EQUIPMENT  LOANS- -D.C.  NATIONAL 
GUARD  SERVICES  AND  EQUIPMENT  ARE  AVAILABLE  TO  SUPPORT  THE 
DISTRICT  COMMUNITY  FOR  EVENTS  THAT  ARE  CIVIC  IN  NATURE,  OPEN  TO 
THE  ENTIRE  COMMUNITY  AND  MEET  THE  LEGAL  CRITERIA  FOR  NON- 
COMPETITION WITH  COMMERCIAL  ENTERPRISE. 

IN  1993,  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  GUARD  PROVIDED 
PEOPLE  AND  EQUIPMENT  FOR  OVER  4  0  LOCAL  EVENTS.   AMONG  THEM  WERE: 

o     BLANKETS  FOR  THE  HOMELESS  (TRANSPORTATION) 

o     HOLOCAUST  MUSEUM  DEDICATION  (WATER  TRAILERS) 

o     BOY  SCOUTS,  BANNEKER  DISTRICT  (TENT  LOAN,  FIRST  AID 
INSTRUCTORS) 

o     BOY  SCOUTS,  SCOUTING  FOR  FOOD  (TRANSPORTATION, 
STAFFING) 

o     H  STREET  FESTIVAL  (FLATBED  TRAILER) 

O     METRO  POLICE  BOYS  &  GIRLS  CLUB  (WATER  TRAILER, 
EMERGENCY) 

O     VIETNAM  WOMEN  VETERAN  MEMORIAL  (CHAPLAIN,  BAND) 
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O     CAPITAL  CONCERT  SERIES  (BAND) 

O     SEVERAL  OTHER  NEIGHBORHOOD  FESTIVALS  AND/OR 
CELEBRATIONS 

ISSUES 

ALTHOUGH   THE  MAYOR  IS  MANDATED  BY  CONGRESS  TO  INCLUDE  THE 
DC  NATIONAL  GUARD  BUDGET  AS  PART  OF  THE  DISTRICT'S  BUDGET,  NO 
AUTHORITY  IS  GIVEN  TO  REVIEW,  MODIFY  OR  EXCLUDE  ANY  ITEM  FROM  OUR 
BUDGET  IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH  SEC  39-705  AND  SEC.  1-233 (b),  DC   CODE. 

FUNDING:   FINANCIAL  SUPPORT  FOR  THE  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  FELL 
FROM  $68,912,587  IN  FY  1992  TO  $67,234,493  IN  FY  1993,  A  DROP  OF 
2.6  PERCENT  OR  $1,776,364.   INCLUDED  IN  THAT  FIGURE  IS  A  CUT  OF 
12  PERCENT  OF  OUR  PREVIOUS  YEAR'S  DISTRICT  BUDGET,  FROM 
$1,250,000  TO  $1,100,000,  A  LOSS  OF  $150,000  AND  THREE  FULL-TIME 
POSITIONS.   AS  MENTIONED  EARLIER,  OUR  YOUTH  PROGRAMS  RELY 
PARTIALLY  ON  DISTRICT  DOLLARS  TO  UNDERWRITE  THE  COST  OF  BASIC 
SUBSISTENCE  (FOOD)  FOR  WHICH  FEDERAL  DOLLARS  MAY  NOT  BE  USED,  FOR 
PARTICIPANTS  IN  THE  WEEKEND  CAMP  AND  YOUTH  LEADERS'  CAMP. 
WITHOUT  D.C.  BUDGET  DOLLARS,  THESE  PROGRAMS  CANNOT  SURVIVE.     IN 
ORDER  TO  OPERATE  SUCCESSFULLY,  WE  NEED  $15,000. 

ON  THE  OTHER  HAND,  AN  INCREASE  IN  DISTRICT  DOLLARS  WOULD 
ENABLE  US  TO  HELP  INCREASE  OUR  SUPPORT  TO  OUR  YOUTH  AND  ENHANCE 
OUR  ABILITY  TO  CONTINUE  DEMONSTRATED  SUCCESSFUL  PROGRAMS. 

FORCES  REDUCTIONS  BACKGROUND.   THE  DRAMATIC  CHANGES  IN  WORLD 
EVENTS,  PREDOMINANTLY  THE  BREAK-UP  OF  THE  WARSAW  PACT  COUNTRIES, 
TO  INCLUDE  THE  FORMER  SOVIET  UNION,  NOW  THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF 
INDEPENDENT  STATES,  HAS  DRASTICALLY  CHANGED  THE  SECURITY  THREAT. 
AS  A  RESULT,  U.S.  ARMED  FORCES  ARE  CHANGING  FROM  A  LARGE  OVERSEAS 
OCCUPATIONAL  FORCE  TO  A  CONSIDERABLY  SMALLER  U.S.  BASED  FORCE 
THAT  WILL  PROVIDE  EFFECTIVE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE. 

CONSEQUENTLY,  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  GUARD  HAS 
INCURRED  THE  LOSS  OF  THE  14  0TH  TRANSPORTATION  MOTOR 

TRANSPORTATION  BATTALION,  THE  16 3RD  MILITARY  POLICE  BATTALION  AND 
THE  471ST  MILITARY  POLICE  COMPANY  IN  1992;  REDUCED  FROM  24  TO  18 
F-16S  AND  UNDERGONE  REORGANIZATIONS  THAT  RESULTED  IN  THE  LOSS  OF 
ABOUT  500  POSITIONS  SINCE  THE  BEGINNING  OF  THE  1990s. 
WHILE  WE  ARE  OPTIMISTIC  THAT  WE  HAVE  SUFFERED  THE  WORST  OF 
PERSONNEL  CUTBACKS,  THE  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  RECENTLY  ANNOUNCED  A 
PLAN  THAT  WOULD  REDUCE  THE  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  NATIONWIDE  BY 
50,000  POSITIONS  OVER  THE  NEXT  FIVE  YEARS.   WHAT  IMPACT,  IF  ANY, 
TO  THE  DC  NATIONAL  GUARD  SHOULD  BE  ANNOUNCED  SOMETIME  IN  THE  NEXT 
FEW  WEEKS,  EARLY  INDICATION  OR  150-200  SOLDIERS. 

MEANWHILE,  WE  ARE  SERIOUSLY  CONCERNED  THAT  ANY  FUTURE 
PERSONNEL  LOSSES  IN  THE  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  WILL  AFFECT  OUR 
ABILITY  TO  PERFORM  ALL  THE  MISSIONS  WE  CURRENTLY  CONDUCT  BOTH 
FEDERAL  AND  LOCAL. 
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STRUCTURES :   THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  GUARD  ARMORY  IS 
THE  "HEADQUARTERS"  OF  THE  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  AND  HOME  STATION 
FOR  THREE  OF  OUR  FOUR  MAJOR  ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  COMMANDS.   IT 
ALSO  SERVES  AREA  BUSINESSES  AND  COMMUNITIES  AS  A  CONVENTION  AND 
ENTERTAINMENT  CENTER  FOR  SEVERAL  HIGH  ATTENDANCE  EVENTS  TO 
INCLUDE  TRADE  SHOWS,  EXHIBITIONS  AND  THE  CIRCUS. 

WHILE  THIS  50+  YEAR  OLD  BUILDING  HAS  SERVED  THE  DISTRICT 
BOTH  THE  COMMUNITY  AND  THE  DC  NATIONAL  GUARD  WELL,  ITS  GROWING 
SIGNS  OF  OLD  AGE  SIGNAL  THE  IMMEDIACY  FOR  INTENSIVE  AND 
PREVENTIVE  MAINTENANCE  TO  PRECLUDE  A  SERIOUS  UNEXPECTED 
ELECTRICAL  OR  STRUCTURAL  FAILURE  THAT  WOULD  THREATEN  THE  SUCCESS 
OF  REVENUE- PRODUCING  EVENTS. 

FOR  EXAMPLE,  $500,000  WAS  TARGETED  TO  DESIGN  ELECTICAL 
UPGRADES.   HOWEVER,  DURING  AN  EMERGENCY,  MAJOR  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEM 
FAILURE,  OVER  50  PERCENT  OF  OUR  FUNDING  HAD  TO  BE  USED  FOR 
REPAIRS.   CONSEQUENTLY,  UPGRADES  HAD  TO  BE  PUT  ON  HOLD.   THERE 
ARE  NO  OTHER  AVAILABLE  FUNDS  FROM  THE  FEDERAL  OR  DISTRICT 
GOVERNMENT  FOR  ANY  OTHER  UPGRADES  TO  KEEP  THIS  INFRASTRUCTURE 
INTACT  AS  A  MODERN  COMMUNITY  CENTER. 

THE  PASSENGER  ELEVATOR,  HAVING  STRANDED  NUMEROUS  PASSENGERS 
BETWEEN  FLOORS,  INCLUDING  THE  MAYOR  AND  OTHER  VIPs  DURING  THE 
PRESIDENTIAL  INAUGURAL,  IS  NOW  MECHANICALLY  DISABLED.   FOR  ABLE- 
BODIED  PEOPLE,  CONDUCTING  BUSINESS  ABOVE  THE  FIRST  FLOOR  IS  STILL 
POSSIBLE;  FOR  THOSE  WHO  ARE  PHYSICALLY  CHALLENGED,  IT  IS  A  SEVERE 
BARRIER  TO  FULL  PARTICIPATION  IN  VARIOUS  MEETINGS  AND 
CONFERENCES . 

IN  SHORT,  THE  ARMORY'S  FUTURE  AS  A  SAFE  AND  DESIRABLE  HOST, 
BOTH  AS  A  MILITARY  SUPPORT  FACILITY,  AND  A  COMMUNITY  MAGNET  IS 
DIMINISHED  AS  EACH  YEAR  PASSES  WITHOUT  REQUIRED  MAINTENANCE. 

CONCLUSION 

AS  HISTORY  REFLECTS  ON  OUR  OUTSTANDING  SUPPORT  TO  THE 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  SO  DOES  OUR  RECORD  OF  ACCOMPLISHMENT  FOR 
1993.   THIS  BRIEF  STATEMENT  REFLECTS  THE  COMMITMENT  AND 
DEDICATION  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  NATIONAL  GUARD. 

I  THINK  YOU  HAVE  A  GOOD  SENSE  OF  WHAT  THE  D.C.  NATIONAL 
GUARD  CAN  DO,  HAS  DONE  AND  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  DO  IN  THE  FUTURE  WHEN 
IT  COMES  TO  SUPPORTING  OUR  COMMUNITY  AND  OUR  NATION.   THE 
DEDICATED,  COMMITTED  MEN  AND  WOMEN  OF  THE  D.C.  NATIONAL  GUARD  ARE 
AN  INTEGRAL  PART  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FAMILY.    WE  HAVE 
AND  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  SUPPORT  AND  SERVE  OUR  GREAT  COMMUNITY  AND 
THE  UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA. 
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Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  is  saving  lives  and  protecting  property  by 
ensuring  a  preparedness  and  response  capability  dedicated  to  maintaining  the  continuity  of 
government  and  restoring  government  services  during  and  after  emergencies,  disasters,  and  crisis. 

Agency  Description 

The  agency's  mission  is  accomplished  by  preparing  emergency  plans  which  are  validated  with 
exercise  scenarios,  training  emergency  responders,  maintaining  emergency  alert  tracking  systems, 
developing  citizens  crisis  intervention  programs;  and  increasing  the  public's  awareness  of  its  function 
and  developing  working  relationships  with  the  community  through  public/private  partnerships.   The 
work  of  the  agency  is  earned  out  through  the  following  major  programs: 

■  Comprehensive  Cooperative  Agreement  (CCA),  administered  by  OEP,  is  a  mechanism  for 
receiving  federal  funds  and  technical  resources  through  reMA  to  assist  the  District  in  its 
development,  implementation,  and  maintenance  of  an  Emergency  Response  System. 

■  Executive  Command  and  Communications  Center   (ECCC)  is  the  single  point  of  contact  for 
coordinating  all  District  of  Columbia  and  regional  emergencies.   The  ECCC  is  staffed  24  hours  a 
day,  365  days  a  year  to  monitor  local  and  federal  emergency  information  systems  so  that  timely 
notifications  and  existing  plan  activations  can  occur  in  order  to  provide  an  acceptable  level  of 
response  to  any  and  all  emergency/disaster  situations.   In  addition,  the  ECCC  serves  as  an 
alternative  to  the  District's  E-91 1  system  for  non-police  and  fire  emergencies.    In  FY  1993  the 
ECCC  handled  an  average  of  980  calls  daily  from  citizens. 

■  The  Mayor's  Community  Empowerment  Program/Neighborhood  Service  Centers  is  a 
community-based  project  that  provides  on-site  crisis  intervention  and  emergency  services  to 
targeted  neighborhoods.   These  services  range  from  coordinating  neighborhood  anticrime 
activities  to  identifying  and  monitoring  the  abatement  of  nuisance  properties.   The  neighborhood 
service  centers  are  serving  as  host  sites  for  Mayor  Kelly's  new  violence  prevention  initiative 
entitled  "Service,  Organizing,  Sharing"  (S.O.S.). 

■  Special  Events  Program  manages  the  operations  of  the  Mayor's  Special  Events  Task  Group 
which  plans  and  coordinates,  in  conjunction  with  the  appropriate  D.C.,  federal  and  private 
agencies,  major  city  events  including  neighborhood  festivals,  demonstrations,  block  parties, 
major  ethnic  festivals,  international  sporting  events  such  as  World  Cup  soccer  and  the  Olympics, 
and  presidential  inaugurations. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:  The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $2,563,000  and  48.9  full- 
time  equivalent  (Kit)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $1,000  and  a  decrease  of  0.1  FTEs  from  the  revised 
FY  1994  budget  request. 
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The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,807,000  and  37.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $1,000  and  no  change 
in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $756,000  and  1 1.9  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and  a  decrease 
of  0.1  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $2,564,000  and  49.0 

FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $40,000  and  a  decrease  of  4.5  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,808,000  and  37.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $40,000  and  a 

decrease  of  4.5  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $756,000  and  12.0  FTEs,  no  change  in  dollars  and 

FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1995  budget  include  the  following: 

■  The  reduction  of  4.5  FTE  positions  in  FY  1995  represents  a  correction  to  the  FY  1994  approved 
FTEs.   This  reduction  will  have  no  impact  on  the  office's  operations. 

■  Administrative  cost  reduction  -  Reductions  totalling  $41,000  were  made  in  FY  1995  to 
correspond  to  the  agency's  allocation  of  administrative  cost  reductions.  The  reductions  include 
$39,000  in  Regular  Pay  and  a  decrease  of  $2,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1994  revised  budget  include  the  following: 

■  The  reduction  of  $38,000  in  personal  services  to  reflect  savings  achieved  by  not  filling  a 
vacant  computer  specialist  position,  and  a  decrease  of  $2,000  in  Other  Services  and  Charges 
by  deferring  the  purchase  of  services. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:    The  workload  and  service  demands  of  the  programs  will  continue  in  FY  1994  and 
FY  1995  at  current  levels.   The  Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness  will  continue  its  efforts  to 
manage  efficiently  with  available  resources  by  continuing  to  cross-train  its  staff  and  to  modernize  its 
operations  by  expanding  the  use  of  the  microcomputer  hardware  and  software  in  order  to  maintain 
the  agency's  ability  to: 

■  Train  essential  government  and  private  sector  officials  in  emergency  management; 

■  Maintain  an  updated  computer-based  Emergency  Information  System  (EIS)  which  is 
essential  for  resource  provisions  during  crisis/emergency  situations; 

■  Respond  to  citizens'  crisis  calls;  and 

■  Coordinate  the  District's  Emergency  Response  process. 
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Impacts:   The  requested  funding  level  will  be  adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Preparedness. 


Table  I 


Agency  StafTing  and  Funding  Detail  (BN) 


Programs 

SUffIng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  (SOOO)                                   | 

FYW 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FT** 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

01  Office  of  Emergenc; 
Preparedness 

56.8 

53.5 

49.0 

48.9 

4,449 

2.604 

2.554 

2.563 

Total  Agcnc; 

56.8 

53.5 

49.0 

48.9 

4.449 

2.604 

2.564 

2.553 

Apprnprlated  Funds 

44.0 

41S 

37.0 

37.0 

2^35 

1,848 

1,808 

1,807 

Federal  Funds 

12.8 

12.0 

12.0 

11.9 

1.897 

756 

755 

756 

Intra-Distrlct  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

217 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  mission  of  the  agency  is  achieved  through  the  workload  indicators  listed  below: 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (BN) 


Measures 

FY  92 

FY93 

FY  94 

FY95 

ClUzen  Crisis  Calls 

310.000 

360.000 

430.000 

470.000 

Communicatian  and  Warning  Test 

2.600 

3J85 

3285 

3285 

Communll;  Outreach  ActlvlUes 

90 

90 

90 

90 

Emergency  Information  System  Updates 

365 

365 

300 

300 

Special  Event  Activities 

580 

628 

628 

628 

Test  and  Exercise  AcUvittes 

15 

23 

23 

23 

Training  Activities 

25 

30 

30 

30 

Training  Participants 

1.000 

1.400 

1.400 

1.400 
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Table  in 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (BN) 


Expenditure  Type 

Sumng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY>W 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 

Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

44.0 

41.5 

37.0 

37.0 

1.501 

1.227 

1.199 

1,188 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

AddlUonal  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

80 

66 

66 

66 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

226 

217 

207 

217 

Total  Personal  Services 

44.0 

41.5 

37.0 

37.0 

1,807 

1.510 

1.472 

1.471 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

49 

30 

30 

30 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C'onimunicalions 

216 

181 

181 

181 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

263 

123 

121 

121 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

0 

4 

4 

4 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

528 

138 

336 

336 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

44.0 

41.5 

37.0 

37.0 

2.335 

1.848 

1.808 

1.807 

PuHT 


Safety  and  Justice  -  126 
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STATEMENT  OF 

STEPHEN  E.  RICKMAN,  DIRECTOR 

OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS 

BEFORE  THE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF   REPRESENTATIVES 

ON  THE 

D.C.  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

JUNE  1994 


MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  OTHER  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE,  I  THANK  YOU 
FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  PRESENT  THE 
REVISED  FY  1994  BUDGET  AND  THE  PROPOSED  FY  1995  BUDGET  FOR  THE  D.C. 
OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS. 

SERVING  AS  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  24-HOUR  "FRONT  LINE  AGENCY"  IN 
COORDINATING  AND  DIRECTING  THE  D.C.  GOVERNMENT'S  RESPONSE  TO 
BOTH  UNEXPECTED  DISASTERS  AND  ONGOING  EMERGENCIES  AND  CRISES, 
THE  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  IS  THE  DISTRICT'S  PRIMARY 
AGENCY  FOR  ADDRESSING  THE  MYRIAD  OF  MODERN  DAY  URBAN  HAZARDS 
THAT  THREATEN  PUBLIC  SAFETY  AND  THE  WELL-BEING  OF  OUR  RESIDENTS. 

THE  AGENCY  CARRIES  OUT  ITS  MISSION  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  AND 
RESPONSE  BY  PREPARING  AND  UPDATING  THE  DISTRICT'S  EMERGENCY 
OPERATIONS  PLAN  AND  OTHER  CONTINGENCY  PLANS,  TRAINING  EMERGENCY 
RESPONDERS,  MAINTAINING  EMERGENCY  ALERT  COMMUNICATIONS  AND 
TRACKING  SYSTEMS,  INCREASING  THE  PUBLIC'S  AWARENESS  OF  POTENTIAL 
HAZARDS  AND  HOW  TO  BETTER  PROTECT  THEMSELVES  AND  THEIR  FAMILIES, 
AND  COORDINATING  THE  D.C.  GOVERNMENT'S  RESPONSE  TO  DISASTERS  AND 
EMERGENCY  SITUATIONS. 

OVER  THE  PAST  YEAR,  THE  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  HAS 
PLAYED  KEY  ROLES  IN  HELPING  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  RESPOND  TO 
AND  RECOVER  FROM  SNOW,  ICE  AND  WINDSTORMS,  MAJOR  FIRES,  WATER 
EMERGENCIES,  NUMEROUS  POWER  OUTAGES,  A  CHRISTMAS  DAY  WATER 
MAIN  BREAK  AND  AN  UNDERGROUND  MUNITIONS  DISCOVERY  IN  THE  SPRING 
VALLEY  COMMUNITY. 

THE  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS,  IN  CARRYING  FORTH  ITS 
COORDINATIVE  ROLE  IN  EACH  INSTANCE,  ATTEMPTS  TO  IDENTIFY  AN 
IMPENDING  CRISIS  OR  EMERGENCY,  USES  ITS  COMMUNICATIONS  NETWORK 
TO  MAKE  THE  APPROPRIATE  NOTIFICATIONS  TO  EMERGENCY  RESPONDERS 
AND  KEY  GOVERNMENT  OFFICIALS,  HELPS  DETERMINE  THE  ASSETS  NEEDED 
TO  RESPOND  TO  AND  RECOVERY  FROM  EMERGENCIES,  DIRECTS  THE  NEEDED 
PERSONNEL  AND  ALLOCATES  REQUIRED  RESOURCES,  AND  MONITORS  THE 
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EFFECTIVENESS  OF  THE  RESPONSE.  THE  AGENCY  ALSO  PROVmES  A  LIAISON 
FUNCTION  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY  AND 
REQUESTS  FEDERAL  EMERGENCY  ASSISTANCE,  WHEN  APPROPRIATE.  OVER 
THE  PAST  3  YEARS,  THE  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  AND  THE 
DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT,  IN  SPITE  OF  SHRINKING  RESOURCES  AND  FEWER 
PERSONNEL,  HAVE  MET  THE  CHALLENGE  IN  EFFECTIVELY  RESPONDING  TO 
CRISIS  AFTER  CRISIS.  ACTIONS  TAKEN  TO  AVOID  DISASTERS  OFTEN  GO 
UNNOTICED  WHILE  MISTAKES  CAN  LEAD  TO  LOSS  OF  LIFE  AND  PROPERTY. 

DURING  OUR  RECENT  ICE  AND  POWER  EMERGENCY,  WE  ARE  PROUD  TO 
REPORT  THAT  IN  SPITE  OF  RECORD  BREAKING  TEMPERATURES  AND 
UNPARALLELED  CONDITIONS,  THERE  WERE  NO  REPORTED  DEATHS  IN  THE 
CITY  RESULTING  FROM  THIS  EMERGENCY  SITUATION.  MAYOR  KELLY'S 
EMERGENCY  DECLARATION  SHUTTING  DOWN  THE  D.C.  GOVERNMENT, 
SCHOOLS  AND  BUSINESSES  GREATLY  CONTRIBUTED  TO  THIS  SUCCESSFUL 
EMERGENCY  RESPONSE  BY  PROTECTING  US  AGAINST  A  POTENTIALLY 
CRIPPLING  MAJOR  POWER  OUTAGE  AND  LIFE  THREATENING  FUEL 
SHORTAGES. 

THE  LAST  SEVERAL  YEARS  HAS  POSED  MANY  CHALLENGES  FOR  EMERGENCY 
RESPONDERS  DM  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  WE  HAVE  BEEN  CHALLENGED 
BY  CIVIL  DISTURBANCES,  MAJOR  DEMONSTRATIONS,  A  PRESIDENTIAL 
INAUGURAL,  MAJOR  POWER  OUTAGES,  SEVERE  WIND  AND  ICE  STORMS, 
MAJOR  WATER  MAIN  BREAKS,  A  POTENTIAL  WATER  CONTAMINATION 
EMERGENCY,  A  POISONOUS  GAS  AND  MUNITIONS  THREAT,  AND  A  MAJOR  FIRE 
IN  THE  MIDDLE  OF  GEORGETOWN.  THE  D.C.  GOVERNMENT,  IN  EACH  OF 
THESE  EMERGENCIES,  EFFECTIVELY  RESPONDED;  THUS,  LIMITING  DAMAGE, 
PROTECTING  LIVES  AND  ENSURING  A  COMPLETE  RECOVERY.  THE  D.C. 
OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  IS  MOST  PROUD  OF  THE  LEADERSHIP 
AND  COORDINATIVE  ROLE  IT  PLAYED  IN  RESPONDING  TO  THESE 
EMERGENCIES. 

ALSO,  THE  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  OVER  THE  PAST  2  YEARS 
HAS  REDUCED  ITS  APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  BY  37  PERCENT  WHILE  ADDING  A 
MAJOR  PROGRAM  AND  IMPROVING  SERVICES  TO  CITIZENS.  THE  AGENCY 
ESTABLISHED  AND  HAS  MONITORED  A  NETWORK  OF  SERVICE  CENTERS  IN 
THE  MOST  ECONOMICALLY  DEPRESSED  AREAS  OF  THE  CITY;  THUS, 
ENHANCING  OUR  ABILITY  TO  RESPOND  TO  CRISIS  SITUATIONS  AND 
NEIGHBORHOOD  EMERGENCIES. 

BECAUSE  THE  AGENCY  MET  ALL  OF  THE  FEDERAL  EMERGENCY  PLANNING 
REQUIREMENTS,  THE  DISTRICT  RECOUPED  OVER  A  MILLION  DOLLARS  FROM 
THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AS  REIMBURSED  COSTS  FOR  EMERGENCY 
OPERATIONS.    WE  ARE  ONCE  AGAIN  SEEKING  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  HELP 
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COVER  THE  COSTS  OF  RECOVERING  FROM  THE  RECENT  ICE  AND 
SNOWSTORMS  THAT  AFFECTED  THIS  AREA,  AND  WILL  BE  SEEKING  FEDERAL 
REIMBURSEMENTS  FOR  ANY  DISTRICT  GOVERNMENT  COLLECTIVE 
EXPENDITURE  ASSOCIATED  WITH  THE  SPRING  VALLEY  MUNITIONS  REMOVAL 
OPERATION. 

THE  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  IS  REQUESTING  A  REVISED 
APPROPRIATED  BUDGET  OF  $1,808,000  FOR  FY  1994  AND  THE  APPROPRIATED 
BUDGET  OF  $1,807,000  FOR  FY  1995.  THIS  BUDGET  WILL  PROVIDE  ENOUGH 
PERSONNEL  AND  RESOURCES  FOR  THE  AGENCY  TO  CARRY  FORTH  ITS  PUBLIC 
SAFETY  MISSION  OF  ENSURING  PREPAREDNESS  AND  A  RESPONSE  CAPABILITY 
TO  UNEXPECTED  DISASTERS  AND  EMERGENCIES. 

MANY  CHALLENGES  LIE  AHEAD  FOR  THE  D.C.  OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS.  WE  MUST  CONTINUE  TO  ADDRESS  A  GROWING  WORKLOAD 
WITHIN  OUR  EXISTING  RESOURCES.  WE  MUST  REMAIN  VIGILANT  AND  BE 
PREPARED  TO  LEAD  OUR  GOVERNMENT'S  RESPONSE  TO  POTENTIAL 
EMERGENCIES  AND  DISASTERS  THAT  CAN  STEM  FROM  OUR  AGING 
INFRASTRUCTURE,  SEVERE  WEATHER,  OR  OTHER  UNPREDICTABLE 
CIRCUMSTANCES.  THERE      ARE      NEW      FEDERAL      MANDATES      AND 

REQUIREMENTS  IN  THE  AREA  OF  DISASTER  MITIGATION  THAT  MUST  BE 
ADDRESSED,  AS  WELL  AS  THE  NEED  TO  FURTHER  UPDATE  OUR  EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE  PLANS,  ESPECIALLY  AS  IT  PERTAINS  TO  WATER  SAFETY.  LET  ME 
CLOSE  BY  ASSURING  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  OTHER  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 
AND  THE  RESIDENTS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBLV  THAT  THE  D.C.  OFFICE 
OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS,  WITHIN  THE  CONSTRAINTS  OF  THIS 
BUDGET,  WILL  PERFORM  ITS  PRIMARY  MISSION  OF  ENSURING 
PREPAREDNESS  AND  RESPONSE  CAPABILITIES  TO  DISASTERS  AND 
EMERGENCIES  AND  CONTINUE  ITS  COORDINATIVE  ROLE  IN  GOVERNMENT 
THROUGH  THE  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  POLICY  COUNCIL,  NUISANCE 
PROPERTY  TASK  FORCE,  COMMUNITY  EMPOWERMENT  PROGRAM,  THE 
SPECIAL  EVENTS  TASK  FORCE,  AND  THE  METROPOLITAN  COUNCIL  OF 
GOVERNMENTS. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WE  THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  CONTINUED  SUPPORT,  AND  I 
WILL  RESPOND  TO  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  HAVE  AT  THIS  TIME. 
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AND  THE  RESroENTS  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  THAT  THE  D.C.  OFFICE 
OF  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS,  WITHIN  THE  CONSTRAINTS  OF  THIS 
BUDGET,  WILL  PERFORM  ITS  PRIMARY  MISSION  OF  ENSURING 
PREPAREDNESS  AND  RESPONSE  CAPABILITIES  TO  DISASTERS  AND 
EMERGENCIES  AND  CONTINUE  ITS  COORDINATIVE  ROLE  IN  GOVERNMENT 
THROUGH  THE  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  POLICY  COUNCIL,  NUISANCE 
PROPERTY  TASK  FORCE,  COMMUNFFY  EMPOWERMENT  PROGRAM,  THE 
SPECIAL  EVENTS  TASK  FORCE,  AND  THE  METROPOLITAN  COUNCIL  OF 
GOVERNMENTS. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WE  THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  CONTINUED  SUPPORT,  AND  I 
WILL  RESPOND  TO  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  HAVE  AT  THIS  TIME. 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities  and  Tenure  is  to  provide  for  the  preservation 
of  an  independent  and  fair  judiciary  by  making  determinations  regarding  the  discipline,  involuntary 
retirement,  and  reappointment  of  judges  of  the  District  of  Columbia  courts. 

Agency  Description 

The  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  all  active  and  senior  judges  of  the  District  of  Columbia  courts, 
i.e.  the  Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals,  in 
four  specific  areas:  (1)  judge's  conduct  warranting  disciplinary  action;  (2)  involuntary  retirement  of  a 
judge  for  health  reasons;  (3)  evaluation  of  a  judge  who  seeks  reappointment  at  the  end  of  his  or  her 
term;  and  (4)  review  of  a  retiring  judge  who  seeks  to  continue  performing  judicial  duties  as  a  senior 
judge. 


Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:   The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $127,000  and  2.0  full-time  equivalent  (FTE) 

positions,  a  decrease  of  $4,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $131,000  and  2.0  FTEs,  no  change  in 
dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■      Administrative  cost  reduction  of  $4,000,  with  $2,000  from  Contractual  Services  and  $2,000  from 
Commission  Members'  Compensation  in  FY  1995  to  reflect  the  agency's  portion  of  the 
administrative  cost  reduction. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:   The  Commission's  workload  will  continue  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  at  current  levels.   It 

will  use  available  resources  to  continue  to  effectively  carry  out  its  mandate. 

Impacts:   The  Commission  can  only  estimate  the  number  of  complaints  it  will  receive  in 
FY  1995  and  the  number  of  misconduct  investigations  that  will  be  initiated.    If  the  actual  numbers 
exceed  the  Commission's  projection,  or  if  a  prolonged  and  extensive  investigation  must  be 
conducted,  the  current  funding  will  be  insufficient  to  expeditiously  resolve  and  conclude  matters 
before  it 


PuDU^alet^nnusnc^TJv 


941 


Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities  and  Tenure 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (DQ) 


Programs 

SUfflng  (TTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                   { 

FY93 
Actual 

FV94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

01  Commjudlcial  Dbab  & 
Tenure 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

125 

131 

131 

127 

Tout  Agenc; 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

125 

131 

131 

127 

Appropriated  Fluids 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

125 

131 

131 

127 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlslrict  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

In  FY  1995  the  Commission  expects  to  review  approximately  44  complaints  concerning  judicial 
misconduct,  of  which  approximately  9  will  require  some  form  of  investigation.    The  Commission 
will  conduct  performance  and  fitness  reviews  of  1 8  senior  judges  eligible  for  recertification  in 
FY  1995.   There  will  be  no  decrease  in  the  workload  from  FY  1994. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (DQ) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY93 

FY94 

FY95 

Commission  Meetings 

10 

11 

11 

11 

Judicial  Misconduct  Complaints 

25 

44 

44 

44 

Judicial  Misconduct    Investigations 

13 

9 

9 

9 

Meetings  with  Superior  Court  Liaison 
(Committee 

2 

I 

2 

2 

Reappointment  Proceedings 

5 

0 

5 

0 

Reviews  of  senior  Judges 

6 

5 

8 

18 

ra 


•w 
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N      Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities  and  Tenure 


Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (DQ) 


Expcfidleure  T;pe 

Sumng  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                     | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

Persoiul  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

75 

78 

78 

78 

Other  Paj 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

« 

0 

AddlUonal  Gross  Pa; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

8 

12 

12 

12 

Totol  Personal  Services 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

S3 

90 

90 

1 

90 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

1 

2 

2 

2 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

34 

37 

37 

33 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

6 

1 

1 

1 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

42 

41 

41 

37 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

125 

131 

131 

127 

TublicSaret^n^Justic^TM 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Judicial  Nomination  Commission  is  to  select  and  recommend  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States  nominees  to  fill  judicial  vacancies  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals 
and  the  Superior  Court. 

Agency  Description 

The  Judicial  Nomination  Commission  submits  three  names  to  the  President  for  each  judicial  vacancy 
within  30  days  following  the  occurrence  of  such  vacancy.    If  more  than  one  vacancy  exists  at  one 
given  time,  the  Commission  then  submits  lists  in  which  no  person  is  named  more  than  once,  and  the 
President  may  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  one  list.   This  frequently  requires  the  Commission 
to  post  notices  of  vacancy  and  decide  which  candidates  to  investigate  simultaneously.   The 
Commission  then  interviews  and  selects  persons  to  be  recommended  and  transmits  the  names  to  the 
White  House  within  a  given  period. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $89,000  and  1.0  full-time  equivalent  (FTE) 

positions,  an  increase  of  $55,000  and  an  increase  of  1 .0  FTEs  over  the  revised  FY  1 994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $34,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of 
$2,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

Major  changes  include  the  following: 

■  Nonpersonal  Services  Reduction  -  In  FY  1994,  a  reduction  of  $2,000  is  made  in  contractual 
services. 

■  Personal  Services  Increase  -  In  FY  1995,  an  increase  of  one  FTE  position  and  $55,000. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

The  requested  Executive  Director  position  will  be  responsible  for  the  overall  planning,  organizing, 
promoting,  direction  and  implementation  of  the  management  and  administration  of  the  Commission. 
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Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (DV) 


Programs 

SUffing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

10  Judicial  NomlnaUon 
Coromission 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

6 

16 

14 

89 

Total  Agency 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

6 

16 

14 

89 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

6 

36 

34 

89 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrlct  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  number  of  judges  eligible  for  mandatory  retirement  decreased  in  FY  1993;  however,  the  number 
is  expected  to  increase  in  FY  1994  and  FY  1995. 


Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (DV) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY  93 

FY94 

FY  95 

Investigation  costs 

10,000 

6.000 

25.000 

25.000 

Judicial  investigations 

35 

18 

25 

25 

Judicial  vacancies  filled 

12 

5 

10 

10 
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Table  IH 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (DV) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUfflng  (FTE)                1 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Reguliir  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0 

0 

0 

48 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

AddlUonal  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benedts 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0 

0 

0 

55 

N  on  Personal  Services 

Supplies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

6 

36 

3-4 

34 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

6 

36 

34 

34 

TOTAL  AGE"iCY 

DO 

0(1  [              nCl 

1  0 

6 

36 

34 

89 
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COMMISSION  ON  JUDICIAL  DISABILITIES  AND  TENURE 

STATEMENT  OF  BETTE  L.  CATOE,  M.D. 

FOR  THE  HOUSE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

JUNE  6,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  a  statement  in  support 
of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
Commission  on  Judicial  Disabilities  and  Tenure. 

The  Commission  was  created  by  the  District  of  Columbia  Court 
Reorganization  Act  of  1970.  The  Commission  was  reorganized,  and 
its  jurisdiction  significantly  enlarged,  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  Self -Government  and  Governmental  Reorganization  Act  of 
1973.  The  Commission's  jurisdiction  was  enlarged  further  by  the 
District  of  Columbia  Retired  Judge  Service  Act  of  1984,  and  certain 
Commission  procedures  were  modified  by  the  District  of  Columbia 
Judicial  Efficiency  and  Improvement  Act  of  1986. 

The  Commission's  jurisdiction  extends  to  all  active  and  senior 
judges  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  and  the 
Superior  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  Its  jurisdiction 
embraces  four  areas:  (1)  A  judge's  conduct  warranting  disciplinary 
action.  (2)  Involuntary  retirement  of  a  judge  for  reasons  of 
health.  (3)  Evaluation  of  a  judge  seeking  reappointment  upon  the 
expiration  of  his  or  her  term.  (4)  Periodic  review  of  a  retired 
judge  who  wishes  to  continue  judicial  service  in  a  senior  judge 
capacity . 

The  Commission  has  the  authority  to  remove  a  judge  of  a 
District  of  Columbia  court  for  willful  misconduct  in  office,  for 
willful  and  persistent  failure  to  perform  judicial  duties,  and  for 
conduct  prejudicial  to  the  administration  of  justice  or  which 
brings  the  judicial  office  into  disrepute.  The  Commission  also  has 
the  authority  to  retire  involuntarily  a  judge  of  a  District  of 
Columbia  Court  if  the  Commission  determines  that  the  judge  suffers 
from  a  mental  or  physical  disability  which  is  or  is  likely  to 
become  permanent  and  which  prevents,  or  seriously  interferes  with, 
the  proper  performance  of  judicial  duties.  In  addition,  the 
Commission  may,  under  appropriate  circumstances,  censure  or 
reprimand  a  judge  publicly  or  privately. 
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The  Commission  reviews  complaints  concerning  the  misconduct  of 
judges.  The  Commission  takes  no  action  on  complaints  which  (a) 
are  frivolous  on  their  face,  (b)  are  not  within  its  jurisdiction, 
or  which  (c)  even  if  true,  do  not  allege  matters  which  would 
constitute  grounds  for  removal.  All  of  the  Commission's 
disciplinary  proceedings  and  investigations  are  confidential. 
Under  certain  circumstances,  however,  a  decision  or  action  by  the 
Commission  may  be  made  public. 

In  addition  to  its  disciplinary  function  the  Commission  has 
the  responsibility  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  sitting  judge 
whose  term  is  expiring  and  who  seeks  a  new  term  is  to  be 
reappointed.  The  Home  Rule  Act  as  amended  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  Judicial  Efficiency  and  Improvement  Act  of  1986,  requires 
that  the  Commission  file  with  the  President  a  written  evaluation  of 
the  judicial  candidate's  performance  during  the  term  of  office  and 
his  or  her  fitness  for  reappointment  to  another  term.  In  its 
evaluation  the  Commission  is  required  to  place  the  judge  in  one  of 
three  categories.  If  the  Commission  evaluates  a  sitting  judge  as 
"well  qualified",  the  judge  is  automatically  reappointed  for  a  new 
term  of  fifteen  years.  If  the  Commission  evaluates  the  judge  as 
"qualified",  the  President  may  if  he  chooses,  renominate  the  judge 
subject  to  Senate  confirmation;  if  the  Commission  evaluates  the 
judge  as  "unqualified",  the  judge  is  ineligible  for  reappointment. 

The  Retired  Judge  Service  Act  added  the  responsibility  of 
recommending  a  judge  for  appointment  as  a  senior  judge  subsequent 
to  retirement.  The  Commission  is  required  to  submit  a  written 
report  of  its  findings  to  the  appropriate  Chief  Judge,  and  to  make 
a  recommendation  concerning  a  judge's  fitness  and  qualifications  to 
continue  judicial  service.  If  the  Commission  makes  a  favorable 
recommendation,  the  Chief  Judge  determines  if  the  judge  is  to  be 
appointed  a  senior  judge.  If  the  Commission  makes  an  unfavorable 
recommendation,  the  requesting  judge  is  ineligible  for  appointment. 
The  recommendation  of  the  Commission,  and  the  decision  of  the  Chief 
Judge  regarding  appointment  are  final.  A  senior  judge  must  be 
recommended  for  reappointment  every  four  years,  unless  the  judge 
has  reached  age  seventy- four,  in  which  case  a  recommendation  and 
reappointment  are  required  every  two  years. 

FY  1995  Budget 

The  FY  1995  request  is  for  2  continuing  full-time  positions 
and  $127,000.00.  The  request  represents  a  base  reduction  of 
$4,000.00  from  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget,  with  no  change  in 
positions.  The  $4,000.00  reduction  will  be  reflected  as  follows: 
$2,000.00  in  Contractual  Services,  and  $2,000.00  in  Commission 
Members'  Compensation. 
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In  fiscal  year  1995  the  Commission  anticipates  that  its 
workload  will  remain  constant  as  in  the  two  previous  fiscal  years. 
The  Commission  will  not  conduct  any  reappointment  proceedings 
during  the  fiscal  year,  but  will  be  faced  with  the  monumental  task 
of  conducting  performance  and  fitness  reviews  of  eighteen  senior 
judges  eligible  for  recertif ication  to  senior  status.  The 
Commission  anticipates  receiving  the  same  number  of  complaints,  and 
conducting  the  same  number  of  misconduct  investigations  in  fiscal 
year  1995  as  it  did  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  Submit  a  statement .  I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  in 
writing  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board  (CCRB)  is  to  provide  the  public  with  an 
independent  and  impartial  forum  for  the  review  and  resolution  of  complaints  against  officers  of  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  and  Special  Police  officers  employed  by  the  District  of  Columbia 
Government. 

Agency  Description 

The  agency  consists  of  a  25-member  board  which  is  responsible  for  the  review  and  resolution  of 
complaints.   The  Board  is  supported  by  a  staff  of  24  operating  under  the  supervision  of  an  executive 
director  who  is  responsible  for  all  administrative  functions  of  the  agency.   The  CCRB's  jurisdiction 
is  limited  to  adjudication  of  complaints  against  officers  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department 
.  alleging  one  or  more  of  the  following:   excessive  use  of  force,  harassment,  and  use  of  demeaning 
language.   This  adjudication  process  provides  significant  public  participation  in  the  recording  and 
examination  of  police  misconduct  complaints.   This  type  of  public  involvement  and  accountability 
results  in  greater  credibility  in  the  complaint  process.   The  work  of  the  office  includes: 

■  Receiving  and  assessing  complaints  to  determine  specific  allegations,  to  identify  potential 
witnesses,  to  note  documents  to  be  subpoenaed,  to  enter  critical  data  elements  in  the  agency's 
complaint  information  and  tracking  system  (CITRIS),  to  identify  cases  for  dismissal  and  referral 
by  the  Board,  and  to  recommend  appropriate  adjudicative  remedy  for  the  Board's  consideration; 

■  Conducting  investigations  of  all  allegations  within  the  Board's  jurisdiction  to  include,  at  a 
minimum,  the  following:    compelling  statements  from  all  parties  and  witnesses,  canvassing 
scenes  of  the  alleged  incident,  obtaining  and  reviewing  documents  to  determine  existence  of 
corroborating  and/or  contradictory  information,  and   preparing  investigative  reports; 

■  Adjudicating  complaints  through  conciliation,  summary  adjudication  (determination  of  merits 
based  upon  the  written  investigative  record);  or  full  evidentiary  hearing; 

■  Preparing  findings  and  recommendations,  and  transmitting  the  Board's  decision  and 
recommended  penalty  to  Chief  of  Police; 

■  Tracking  and  analyzing  complaint  related  data  to  determine  trends,  correlations  that  may  lead  to 
identification  of  multiple  complaint  officers  and/or  potential  problems  with  policies  and 
procedures; 

■  Maintaining  and  making  available  legislatively  mandated  public  records  documenting  the  receipt, 
examination  and  adjudication  of  complaints;  and 
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■  Informing  the  public  of  the  existence  and  mission  of  the  Board  through  a  variety  of  multi-media 
efforts  including  mailings,  television  and  radio  appearances,  and  public  forums. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:   The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,137,000  and  24.0  full-time  equivalent 

(Kit)  positions,  an  increase  of  $63,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $1,074,000  and  24.0  FTEs,  a  decrease 
of  $100,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget 

The  major  changes  are: 

■  The  agency  will  delay  filling  several  funded  but  currently  vacant  positions  in  order  to  achieve  a 
savings  of  $40,000  in  the  FY  1994  revised  budget. 

■  The  agency  will  utilize  a  variety  of  methods  to  reduce  costs  in  supplies,  communications, 
contractual  services,  and  equipment  in  order  to  achieve  a  savings  of  $15,000;  the  Board  will  also 
reduce  Board  Compensation  funds  by  $45,000  in  order  to  achieve  additional  savings  in  the  FY 
1994  revised  budget. 

■  A  redirection  of  $23,000  from  Other  Services  and  Charges  to  personal  services  to  fund  within 
grade  increases  in  FY  1995.   The  Board  will  achieve  this  reduction  in  nonp)ersonal  services 
through  the  implementation  of  a  variety  of  management  efficiencies. 

■  The  agency  will  achieve  a  $37,000  administrative  cost  reduction  in  the  FY  1995  proposed 
budget  through  the  implementation  of  more  effective  leave  management,  and  a  number  of 
additional  management  efficiencies. 

Budget  Strategy  and  Impacts 

Strategy:    In  FY  1994,  all  provisions  of  the  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board  Amendment  Act  of 
1992  will  be  in  effect.   These  new  legislative  provisions  and  the  related  increases  in  the  number  of 
board  members  and  staff  have  required  tremendous  investment  of  resources  in  order  to  implement 
changes  to  the  agency's  operations  and  infrastructure.   The  Board  is  confident,  however,  that  the 
reductions  in  the  FY  1994  revised  and  FY  1995  proposed  budgets  can  be  achieved. 

Impacts:    In  light  of  the  fiscal  constraints,  the  Board  began  to  aggressively  seek  ways  to  reduce  its 
operating  expenses  in  fiscal  year  1993.    This  process  continues  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995.   The 
funding  decrease  sustained  by  the  implementation  of  the  flexible  hiring  freeze  during  FY  1994  will 
be  partially  offset  by  temporarily  shifting  responsibilities  to  other  staff;  however,  this  temporary 
increased  workload  can  be  sustained  only  for  a  limited  time  during  FY  1994.   The  concomitant 
demands  of  processing  incoming  cases  while  reducing  the  backlog  will  necessitate  achieving  a  full 
staff  complement  once  the  required  savings  have  been  achieved.   The  addition  of  the  conciliation  and 
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summary  adjudication  processes  will  enable  the  Board  to  demonstrate  the  efficacy  of  the  amendments 
contained  in  the  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board  Act  and  should  allow  the  Board  to  realize 
meaningful  caseload  reduction.    Although  the  reduction  in  Board  Compensation  in  the  FY  1994 
revised  budget  will  result  in  panels  of  the  Board  meeting  less  frequently  to  adjudicate  complaints,  the 
Board  will  attempt  to  increase  the  number  of  adjudications  per  meeting  through  implementation  of 
more  efficient  hearing  practices  and,  with  the  creation  of  conciliation  and  summary  adjudication,  a 
decreasing  reliance  on  hearings  as  the  principal  form  of  complaint  adjudication.   The  Board  will  also 
move  aggressively  to  identify  and  apply  for  additional  nonappropriated  resources  under  the  grant 
provision  of  the  Amendment  Act. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (FH) 


Sumng  (FIE  Positions) 

Funding  (SOOO) 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

01  CIvllUn  CompUlnl 
Revi«H  Board 

18  3 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

1214 

1.174 

1.074 

1,137 

Total  Agency 

18.3 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

1J14 

1.174 

1.074 

1.137 

Appropriated  Funds 

17J 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

MIS 

1,174 

1,074 

1,137 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra- District  Funds 

1.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

(1) 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Major  Agency  Outputs 

The  program  performance  data  shows  the  primary  outputs  of  the  agency.   The  Board's  outputs  are 
measured  by,  for  example,  caseload  total  which  is  the  total  of  all  cases  received  by  the  agency; 
caseload  complaints  received,  which  indicates  the  number  of  cases  received  each  fiscal  year;  and 
total  dispositions  which  indicates  the  number  of  cases  adjudicated  and  disposed  of. 


Table  11 


Agency  Outputs  (FH) 


Measures 

FV92 

FY93 

FV94 

FY95 

Caseload  ToUl 

1.331 

1,418 

1.484 

1.259 

Complaints  Received 

429 

348 

375 

400 

Dispositions/Hearings  Held 

54 

79 

130 

140 

Freedom  of  Information  Act  Requests 

1.000 

UOO 

1.350 

1.350 

ToUl  DIsposltloas 

262 

309 

625 

675 

Table  m 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (FH) 


Expenditure  Type 

SUfflng  (FTE)                         1 

Funding  ($000)                                   | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

17.3 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

582 

743 

710 

752 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Cross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

90 

101 

96 

103 

Total  Personal  Services 

17.3 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

673 

844 

806 

855 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

9 

10 

8 

7 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

10 

10 

7 

8 

Building  Rent 

208 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

221 

299 

243 

260 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment 

94 

11 

10 

7 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

542 

330 

268 

282 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

17,3 

24.0 

24.0 

24.0 

U15 

1.174 

1.074 

1.137 

Public  Salety  and  Justice 


T5r 
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STATEMENT  OF  JEANETT  HENRY,  ESQ. 
CHAIRPERSON,  CIVILIAN  COMPLAINT  REVIEW  BOARD 

provided  to  the 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBU 
HEARING  ON  THE  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 


Good  morning  Chairman  Dixon  and  distinguished  members  of  the  Committee, 
my  name  is  Jeanett  Henry  and  I  serve  as  Chairperson  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board,  the  agency  exclusively  authorized  to  investigate  and 
adjudicate  citizen  complaints  involving  allegations  of  excessive  use  of  force,  harassment 
and  use  of  demeaning  language. 

When  this  agency  last  provided  testimony  to  this  distinguished  committee,  my 
predecessor  briefly  updated  you  on  our  efforts  to  implement  provisions  of  the  Civilian 
Complaint  Review  Board  Act  of  1992  (CCRB  Act  of  1992).    Before  addressing  the 
agency's  funding  requests  for  the  FY  1994  Revised  and  FY  1995  budgets,  I  wish  to 
update  you  on  our  progress  under  the  new  law  over  the  last  year. 

As  you  may  be  aware,  the  CCRB  Act  of  1992  provides  summary  adjudication  and 
conciliation  as  alternatives  to  the  past  requirement  of  holding  full  and  sometimes  lengthy 
evidentiary  hearings  on  all  complaints.    Summary  adjudication  simply  means  that  the 
Board  can  make  a  ruling  on  a  complaint  li.ised  upon  an  investigative  record  developed 
by  CCRB  staff.    Conciliation  offers  complainants  and  subject  police  officers  the 
opportunity  to  informally  discuss  and  resolve  differences  or  misunderstandings  in  cases 
involving  the  least  serious  complaints. 

A  combination  of  factors  that  included  rulemaking  requirements  and  vociferous 
opposition  by  the  Fraternal  Order  of  Police  regrettably  delayed  implementation  of  both 
summary  adjudication  and  conciliation.    Our  effort  to  find  officers  who  would  agree  to 
conciliate  had  been  unsuccessful,  thus  demonstrating  the  FOP's  success  at  discouraging 
participation  of  its  members.   The  FOP';,  resistance  rested  on  the  rules'  preclusion  of 
representatives  advising  parties  during  conciliation  sessions  and  to  conciliation  of 
complaints  involving  force  allegations  with  injury.    .After  negotiations  between  the  Board 
and  FOP,  the  Board  issued  revised  rules  permitting  representatives  of  both  parties  to 
participate  in  individual  sessions  with  the  conciliator  but  not  during  the  joint  conciliation 
session.    Complaints  alleging  excessive  use  of  force  will  not  be  amenable  to  conciliation. 
Conciliation  rules  became  final  on  May  6,  1994. 

We  are  now  pleased  to  report  accomplishments  in  both  summary  adjudication 
and  conciliation.    In  the  last  several  months,  the  Board  has  summarily  adjudicated  30 
complaints  and  has  instructed  staff  to  place  on  the  Board's  schedule  an  increasing 
number  for  each  month.    Before  long,  the  Board  hopes  that  the  summary  adjudication 
process  will  supplant  hearings  as  the  principal  mode  of  complaint  adjudication.   The 
process  is  far  more  efficient,  expeditious  and  cost  effective. 
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Recently,  the  Board  held  its  first  orientation  session  for  conciliation  with 
volunteers  selected  to  conciliate  complaints  during  the  initial  phase  of  the  program's 
implementation.   If  the  success  of  the  program  rests  on  the  caliber  of  individuals  who 
were  in  attendance,  its  success  is  inevitable.    We  also  believe  that  the  participation  and 
technical  assistance  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  Community  Relations  Service  and 
the  D.C.  Mediation  Service  will  benefit  the  program  greatly. 

In  anticipation  of  implementing  conciliation,  over  four  hundred  letters  were 
mailed  to  complainants  in  the  Board's  oldest  cases,  providing  information  about  the 
opportunity  to  conciliate  and  requesting  that  they  respond  to  the  offer.   Responses  will 
be  used  to  determine  the  best  method  of  adjudicating  each  of  these  complaints.   In 
regard  to  incoming  cases,  individuals  are  informed  of  the  conciliation  program  at  the 
time  of  filing. 

The  Board  is  also  pleased  to  report  tnat  it  has  made  progress  in  the  area  of  staff 
support.   The  position  of  chief  of  investigations,  vacant  since  the  fall,  has  recently  been 
filled.   We  are  confident  that  the  investigations  unit  will  now  benefit  from  strong  and 
effective  leadership.   The  new  chief  brings  a  wealth  of  investigative  and  management 
experience  gained  during  a  twenty-year  career  in  the  military.   The  three  remaining  staff 
vacancies,  the  chief  of  the  legal  unit,  staff  investigator  and  clerical  assistant  are  now 
being  processed  and  should  soon  be  filled. 

Furthermore,  we  continue  our  efforts  to  identify  additional,  nonappropriated 
methods  of  augmenting  CCRB's  appropriated  complement  of  staff.   The  Board's 
volunteer  program  will  be  expanded.   Through  organizations  such  as  the  Emeritus 
Foundation,  the  D.C.  Bar,  AARP  and  others,  we  hope  to  find  interested  and  competent 
individuals  to  meet  other  needs  associated  with  conciliation. 

Another  of  our  volunteer  efforts  is  the  provision  of  representation  for  parties  who 
appear  before  the  Board.   We  previously  reported  with  pleasure  how  the  Board  had 
been  able  to  facilitate  representation  for  most  parties,  noting  that  a  number  of  law 
schools  and  individuals  have  embraced  the  program.    One,  Catholic  University's 
Columbus  School  of  Law,  has  incorporated  CCRB  representation  into  its  clinical 
services.    We  are  trying  to  encourage  other  law  schools,  including  Howard,  George 
Washington,  and  the  D.C.  School  of  Law  to  take  advantage  of  what  is  obviously  a 
tremendous  learning  opportunity. 

Mr.  Chairman  there  is  also  news  to  report  on  a  number  of  operational  and 
legislative  areas.   First,  the  Board  has  been  successful  at  consistently  reducing  its 
pending  caseload  over  the  last  five  months.    We  anticipate  that  by  the  end  of  June  1994, 
the  Board  will  have  achieved  a  12%  reduction  --  decreasing  the  caseload  from  1155  to 
1020.    We  expect  that  as  we  continue  to  implement  the  new  provisions  of  the  Act,  audit 
our  oldest  cases,  and  apply  additional  nonappropriated  resources,  we  will  see  a 
significant  caseload  reduction.    In  sum,  we  are  now  beginning  to  bear  the  fruit  of  recent 
legislative  changes. 
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The  Board  still  believes,  however,  that  a  few  additional  legislative  changes  are 
needed  to  further  enhance  case  reduction  efforts.   To  that  end,  the  Board  has  held  a 
number  of  meetings  on  legislative  amendments  and,  with  input  from  the  mayor's  office 
and  various  advocacy  organizations,  we've  begun  to  develop  some  suggestions.   The 
Board  also  met  with  Chief  Thomas  and  Judge  Holder,  the  U.S.  Attorney  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  to  discuss  a  number  of  matters,  including  legislative  initiatives. 

The  Board  has  also  sought  public  input  on  legislative  initiatives  under 
consideration.    In  late  January,  we  held  .t  panel  discussion  on  police  accountability, 
which,  I  am  pleased  to  report,  has  been  shown  repeatedly  on  District  Cable  16.   The 
discussion  permitted  a  public  airing  of  positions  held  by  the  police  department,  the 
Fraternal  Order  of  Police  and  CCRB  as  to  further  amendments  of  the  Board's 
legislation.   The  Board  has  since  held  forums  in  Wards  5  and  7  and  will  continue  this 
series  of  public  forums  throughout  the  District  on  this  same  topic. 

Our  experience  from  our  televised  panel  discussion  indicates  that  processing 
delays  experienced  by  the  Board  have  frustrated  police  management,  labor  and  the 
public  alike.    However,  there  also  appears  to  be  significant  public  skepticism  of  any 
suggestion  of  internally  conducted  police  investigations  of  misconduct  ~  even  when  those 
investigations  are  reviewed  by  the  Board.    If  there  are  any  lessons  learned  from  this 
experience,  one  is  that  the  public  does  not  have  confidence  in  police  policing 
themselves.    I  share  that  sentiment  wholeheartedly. 

The  Board  is  also  examining  recommendations  regarding  the  size  and 
composition  of  its  panels.   The  Board  believes  that  panels  have  to  be  smaller.   Still  at 
issue  is  the  size  and  composition  of  the  panel.   The  Board  plans  to  take  the  lead  in  the 
development  of  a  proposal  on  this  issue. 

In  addition  to  its  adjudicative  function,  the  Board  is  empowered  to  make 
recommendations  regarding  police  policies  and  practices  that  impact  on  the  police 
complaint  process.    Several  months  ago,  we  made  several  policy  recommendations  and 
are  still  exploring  others.    First,  we  proposed  that  CCRB  and  MPD  develop  a  database 
that  would  allow  for  the  joint  recordation  and  tracking  of  complaints.   This  would  permit 
timely  exchange  of  complaint  related  data  that  would  allow  each  office  to  act  more 
promptly  in  accordance  with  their  own  rules,  regulations  and  laws.    It  would  also  more 
rapidly  and  efficiently  alert  MPD  to  a  wide  array  of  complaint  related  information,  most 
importantly  multiple  complaint  officers.   Discussions  regarding  this  intitiative  are 
ongoing. 

Second,  the  Board  previously  proposed  and  remains  convinced  of  the  value  of 
having  limited  and/or  controlled  access  to  ihe  Criminal  Justice  Information  System  or 
"CJIS."    Even  limited  access  would  significantly  improve  the  search  for  information  in 
those  complaints  where  there  may  have  been  a  corresponding  arrest.    It  would  also 
allow  the  Board  to  be  more  specific  in  the  number  and  types  of  subpoenas  it  issues  for 
police  department  records. 

Third,  the  Board  has  conducted  some  research  on  the  use  of  handcuffs  and  the 
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frequency  with  which  they  appear  to  be  misapplied,  leading  to  some  form  of  injury. 
The  Board  will  soon  suggest  that  the  police  department  examine  the  rate  of  adherence 
to  its  general  orders  in  regard  to  double  locking  handcuffs,  thereby  reducing  the 
likelihood  of  tightening  during  transport.    We  are  also  examining  alternatives  to  the 
current  handcuffs  that  may  be  less  likely,  by  design,  to  inflict  injury. 

Another  area  of  concern  is  the  police  use  of  the  disorderly  conduct  statute.   As 
indicated  by  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights  review  of  CCRB  statistics,  there  is  a 
significant  correlation  between  CCRB  complaints  and  disorderly  conduct  arrests.    In 
many  cases  the  charges  are  subsequently  "no  papered."  The  Board  has  seen  time  and 
time  again  how  relatively  innocuous  citizen  interactions  with  police  officers  result  in 
arrests  for  disorderly  conduct  thereby  costing  the  courts,  prosecutors,  police,  and  last  but 
not  least,  citizens  invaluable  time,  resources  and  money. 

The  Board  is  also  examining  the  issue  of  passive  restraints  used  during  transport 
of  arrestees.   A  number  of  complainants  have  alleged  that  they  sustained  some  injury 
during  transport. 

Finally,  the  Board  also  will  examine  the  process  by  which  the  police  department 
informs  arrestees  of  the  various  forms  of  release.    Based  upon  complaints  that  have 
come  before  us,  many  individuals  have  expressed  their  frustration  that  they  either  did 
not  fully  understand  or  were  not  adeqiiately  informed  of  what  their  options  were  and  the 
ramifications  of  each  prior  to  release. 

I  am  convinced,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  when  the  Board  exercises  its  authority  to 
maJce  formal  recommendations  on  policies  and  practices,  the  Board  will  move  from,  to 
paraphrase  Professor  David  Bayley  of  the  State  University  of  New  York,  acting  solely  on 
its   "deterrent"  function  to  include  what  he  states  is  the  equally  important  "evaluative" 
function  of  a  civilian  oversight  agency.   To  quote  Professor  Bayley: 

by  adopting  the  features  of  both  the  deterrent  and  the 
evaluative  models  we  will  begin  to  reshape  police 
organizations  and  to  change  the  organizational  culture  of 
policing. 

Professor  Bayley  has  aptly  articulated  one  of  our  goals. 

The  Civilian  Complaint  Review  Board's  FY  1994  revised  budget  request  is 
$1,074,000  and  24  continuing  full-time  positions;  a  net  reduction  of  $326,000  from  the 
FY  1994  approved  budget  of  $1,400,000.    The  Board's  FY  1995  budget  request  is 
$1,134,000  and  24  continuing  full-time  positions  reflecting  an  increase  of  $40,000  over 
the  FY  1994  revised  request.   The  Board  will  absorb  costs  related  to  within-grade 
increases  schedule  for  FY  1995  by  redirecting  funds  from  its  other  services  and  charges 
object  to  personal  services.   This  can  be  achieved  by  realizing  savings  in  printing, 
postage,  office  support,  and  training  through  implementation  of  various  management 
efficiencies. 
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Since  the  beginning  of  FV  1993,  the  Board  has  worked  diligently  to  find  ways  in 
which  it  can  pare  costs  while  making  a  number  of  nonrecurring  investments  in  its 
infrastructure.   These  investments  included  an  upgrade  of  the  agency's  management 
information  system,  permitting  greater  automation  and  replacement  of  an  aging  and 
inadequate  photocopier.   At  the  same  time,  during  FY  1993,  the  Board  realized  savings 
due  to  less  than  anticipated  number  of  hearngs  held  and  to  lapsed  salary  savings  as  a 
result  of  a  number  of  position  vacancies.   Funds  were  also  preserved  in  order  to  ofiEset 
unbudgeted  costs  related  to  the  anticipated  relocation  of  the  agenc/s  offices.  The 
relocation,  however,  did  not  occur  until  the  current  fiscal  year.    This  combination  of 
factors  resulted  in  the  agency  concluding  FY  1993  with  a  total  of  $1,219,000  in 
expenditures,  refleaing  a  surplus  of  over  $180,000.   I  want  to  stress  that  the  FY  1995 
budget  request  represents  a  21%  reduction  in  appropriations  from  the  agency's  FY  1993 
approved  budget. 

The  FY  1994  revised  and  FY  1995  requests,  while  relatively  austere  and 
challenging,  will  enable  the  Board  to  implement  fully  all  provisions  of  the  CCRB 
Amendment  Act  of  1992  during  this  fiscal  year   --  thereby  permitting  the  agency  to 
achieve  far  greater  reduction  in  the  Board's  backlog  than  in  any  previous  fiscal  year. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  although  FY  1993  has  been  a  significant  transition  year 
for  this  agency  we  expect  significant  progress  in  the  months  ahead.   Quality  civilian 
review  will  not  develop  in  the  short  tenri.   FY  1994  promises  to  be  more  fruitful  in  this 
regard.   Mr.  Chairman,  with  the  passage  of  the  legislative  amendments,  and  full  support 
of  our  FY  1994  revised  and  FY  1995  budget  requests,  we  believe  that  the  Board  will 
become  far  stronger  and  more  effective.   Additional  reforms  and  continued  cooperation 
from  the  city  leadership  and  the  chief  of  police  will  inevitably  result  in  a  qualitative  and 
improved  adjudicative  process  --  one  that  will  ensure  full  accountability,  a  more 
meaningful  police/civilian  relationship  and  greater  public  safety. 
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PUBLIC  EDUCATION 


1993 

1994 

1995 

AGENCY 

ACTUAL 

APPROVED 

PROPOSED 

District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools 

District  Funds 

515,258 

517,682 

542,682 

Federal  Funds 

67.783 

73.864 

70,787 

Other  Funds 

3,947 

4,221 

4.660 

Total 

586,988 

595,767 

618,129 

Teachers'  Retirement  System 

District  Funds 

98,800 

98.600 

87,100 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

98.800 

98.600 

87.100 

University  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

District  Funds 

67.796 

65,739 

60,348 

Federal  Funds 

7,902 

6.660 

7.694 

Other  Funds 

11,066 

31.834 

15,228 

Total 

86.764 

104.233 

83,270 

District  of  Columbia  School  of  Law 

District  Funds 

4,526 

4.500 

5,567 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

1.450 

1,501 

2.721 

Total 

5.976 

6.001 

8.288 

District  of  Columbia  Public  Library 

District  Funds 

19,789 

21.260 

21,260 

Federal  Funds 

514 

582 

446 

Other  Funds 

457 

549 

504 

Total 

20.760 

22,391 

22,210 

Commission  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities 

District  Funds 

3.379 

3.474 

3.301 

Federal  Funds 

534 

461 

533 

Other  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

3.913 

3.935 

3.834 

Total  District  Funds 

709,548 

711.255 

720,258 

Total  Federal  Funds;        76,733 

81.567 

79,460 

Total  Other  Funds 

16,920 

38.105 

23.113 

Total,  PUBLIC  EDUCATION 

803.201 

830,927 

822.831 
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Wednesday,  May  18,  1994. 
pubuc  education  system 

BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  (PUBLIC  SCHOOLS) 

WITNESSES 

HILDA   H.M.    MASON,    CHAIRPERSON,    COMMITTEE    ON    EDUCATION, 

COUNCIL  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
LINDA  MOODY,  PRESIDENT,  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
KAREN   SHOOK,   CHAIRPERSON,   COMMITTEE   ON   BUDGET  AND  RE- 
SOURCE ALLOCATIONS,  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
JAY  SILBERMAN,  AT-LARGE  MEMBER,  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
ERKA  LANDBERG,  WARD  3  MEMBER,  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
ANGIE  K.  CORLEY,  WARD  5  MEMBER,  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
BERNARD  A.  GRAY.  SR,,  WARD  6  MEMBER,  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
DR.  FRANKLIN  L.  SMITH,  SUPERINTENDENT  OF  SCHOOLS 
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District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools  is  to  provide  a  viable  and  comprehensive 
system  of  free  publicly  supported  education  for  students  from  pre-kindergarten  through  grade  twelve. 

Agency  Description 

The  District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools  System  is  creating  a  vision  of  what  the  organization  should 
be.   A  new  direction  is  mapped  out  as  to  how  the  school  system  is  going  to  get  there  and  when. 
To  achieve  success,  five  areas  are  paramount: 

Curriculum  Revision/Technology  Integration 

Collaboration/Consolidation/Choice 

Professional  Development 

Shared  Decision  Making/ Accountability 

Student  Efficacy 

A  major  component  of  restructuring  involves  total  curriculum  renewal  --  pre-kindergarten  through 
grade  twelve.  These  efforts  are  rooted  in  the  visions  for  the  future  of  the  Public  Schools.  As  the 
school  system  modernizes  its  curriculum,  the  results  should  be: 

■  An  interdisciplinary  curriculum  that  adds  meaning  to  the  disconnected  subjects  taught  today; 

■  New  ways  to  evaluate  learning  that  replaces  traditional  tests;  and 

■  Language  instruction  that  becomes  increasingly  important  to  teachers  and  students. 

Using  these  visions  of  the  future  as  a  backdrop,  significant  strides  in  the  area  of  curriculum  renewal 
starting  with  a  strong  foundation  at  the  early  childhood  level  are  forthcoming.   The  Public  Schools' 
students  will  be  able  to  solve  conflicts  nonviolently  and  to  make  appropriate  decisions  when 
confronted  with  negative  peer  pressure  and  other  destructive  influences. 

The  school  system's  goal  is  achieved  through  the  various  office  components  within  the  budget: 

■  The  Board  of  Education  -  establishes  the  educational  policies  for  the  school  system. 

■  Office  of  the  Superintendent  -  directs  the  day-to-day  operations  of  the  school  system  and 
implements  the  educational  policies  approved  by  the  Board  of  Education. 


961 

District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools 


■  Office  of  Local  Education  Agency  (LEA)/State  Operations  and  Special  Programs  -   provides 
the  monitoring,  coordination  and  oversight  for  state  funded  programs. 

■  Office  of  the  Vice  Superintendent  -  organizes,  manages,  and  directs  the  development, 
implementation,  coordination,  and  monitoring  of  programs  and  services  which  impact  the 
successful  delivery  of  effective  programs  in  aU  local  schools. 

■  Office  of  Finance  and  Administration  -  manages  all  administrative,  financial,  facility,  and 
support  services  as  well  as  procurement  and  food  services  in  a  cohesive  fashion  that  enhances 
educational  effectiveness  at  the  local  school  level. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $621,100,000  and  12,299.0 

full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions,  an  increase  of  $7,737,000  and  a  decrease  of  104.0  FTEs  from 

the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $542,682,000  and  10,980.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $7,757,000  and 

a  decrease  of  104.0  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request 

The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $78,418,000  and  1,319.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of  $20,000  and  no 

change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  total  budget  request  for  all  funding  sources  is  $613,363,000  and 

12,403.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of  $14,402,000  and  an  increase  of  198.0  FTEs  over  the  approved 

FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $534,925,000  and  1 1 ,084.0  FTEs,  an  increase  of 

$17,243,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $78,438,000  and  1,319.0  FTEs,  a  decrease  of 

$2,841,000  and  an  increase  of  198.0  FTEs  over  die  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1995  proposed  budget  include  the  following: 

■  An  increase  of  $25,000,000  from  the  FY  1994  approved  level  of  appropriated  funding  will 
continue  to  support  the  personal  services  needs  of  the  D.C.  Public  Schools. 

■  A  redirection  of  $792,000  from  non-personal  services  to  personal  services. 
Major  changes  in  the  FY  1994  revised  budget  include  the  following: 

■  An  increase  of  $17,243,000  in  appropriated  funding  will  help  support  pay  raises  that  were 
granted  for  FY  1993  and  FY  1994  for  D.C.  Public  Schools  teachers,  principals,  and  other 
employees. 

■  Federal  funding  projections  have  been  revised  to  reflect  a  decrease  of  $3,057,000. 
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Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 
Strategy: 

The  FY  1995  budget  focuses  on  improving  the  operations  of  the  school  system  and  providing  more 
resources  and  assistance  to  the  local  schools.   The  allocation  of  available  funding  focuses  on  the 
importance  of  safety  and  security,  technology,  and  up-to-date  instructional  materials.    Overall,  the 
school  system  is  realigning  its  organizational  structure  in  order  to  decentralize  authority  over  schools. 
This  structure  provides  the  framework  necessary  to  operate  as  a  coherent  and  coordinated  school 
district  while,  at  the  same  time,  providing  flexibility  for  local  schools  to  determine  those  activities 
that  they  believe  will  address  the  unique  needs  of  their  students. 

Impacts: 

Supplemental  funding  in  FY  1994  is  required  because  the  Public  Schools  were  unable  to  realize 
sufficient  savings  from  the  closing  of  10  schools,  federal  Medicaid  reimbursements,  and  the  reduction 
of  positions.   This  additional  funding  will  allow  the  school  system  to  operate  without  reducing  the 
level  of  nonpersonal  services  spending  which  is  required  to  provide  quality  instruction.    TTiis  will 
also  allow  the  Public  Schools  system  to  begin  FY  1995  with  the  funding  necessary  to  achieve  its 
goals. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (GA) 


SUfflng  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                  | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FV9S 
Proposed 

10  Board  of  EducaUon 

41.1 

41.0 

44.0 

41.0 

1.702 

1,584 

1.781 

1,808 

20  Office  ot  SuperinlendenI 
of  Schools 

987.0 

157.0 

187.0 

403.0 

17.432 

14,255 

18.122 

35.800 

30  UWSUte  Ops  &  Special 
Programs 

239.4 

2.0 

0.0 

720.0 

6.848 

368 

0 

18.239 

40  Office  of  Human 
Resource  Management 

16.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

70  Office  of  the  vice 
Superintendent 

7.108.3 

9.160.0 

9.352.0 

9,365.0 

431,122 

430,463 

441,736 

440,942 

90  OfTlce  of  Finance  & 
Admlnistratlan 

2.531.2 

2.84:.0 

2.820.0 

1.770.0 

143.054 

152,291 

151.724 

124,311 

Total  Agency 

10.923.9 

12205.0 

12.403.0 

12.299.0 

600,159 

598.961 

613.363 

621,100 

Appropriated  Funds 

9,781J 

11,084.0 

11,084.0 

10,980.0 

515,258 

517,682 

534,925 

542,682 

Federal  Funds 

981.8 

1.047.0 

1.2310 

1.232.0 

67,783 

73,864 

70.807 

70.787 

Intra.  District  Funds 

135.3 

54.0 

55.0 

55.0 

13,171 

3,194 

2.971 

2,971 

Other  Funds 

25.6 

20.0 

32.0 

32.0 

3,947 

4.221 

4.660 

4.660 

PlID^^!allStlOl^ystelI^^ 
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Table  II 


Agency  Outputs  (GA) 


Measures 

FY  92 

FY93 

FY94 

FV9S 

Board  Meetings 

18 

16 

17 

17 

Parent  Involvement 

35.000 

35.000 

35.000 

35.000 

Per  Pupil  Expenditure 

6.301 

6243 

•6.523 

••6.730 

Scholarship  Report 

14.175.982 

14.193.786 

14.500.000 

15.000.000 

Schools  with  partners 

159 

161 

163 

164 

Student  Enroll 

80.618 

80,937 

•80.678 

••81.100 

Student  Hearings 

561 

677 

770 

870 

*     Estimate 
**    Projection 


Table  V 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (GA) 


Expenditure  Type 

suiting  (FTE) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pa; 

8.008.5 

9J08.0 

9.508.0 

9.278,0 

342.958 

349.223 

361.092 

359.747 

Other  Pay 

1.772.7 

lji760 

1.5760 

1.702,0 

49.458 

44.703 

48.434 

51.974 

AddiUonai  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

9.822 

5.638 

5.638 

3.547 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

34.555 

27.678 

28.933 

37.766 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

9.781.2 

11.084.0 

11.084.0 

10.980,0 

436.793 

427.242 

444.097 

453.034 

NonPersonal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

11.718 

14.873 

14.928 

15255 

Energy 

16.656 

15273 

15273 

15276 

Communications 

2.633 

2208 

2208 

2214 

Building  Rent 

5236 

5259 

5259 

5238 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

16.065 

21.911 

22.190 

21.106 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

14207 

16.789 

16.833 

16.181 

Equipment 

11.950 

14.127 

14.137 

14.378 

Total  NonPersonal  Services 

78.540 

90.440 

90.828 

89.648 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

9.781.2 

11.084,0 

11.084.0 

10.980,0 

515.258 

517.682 

514.925 

542.682 

Publi^Iauainoi^ysten^^r 
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witnesses/public  schools 

Mr.  Dexon.  We  have  the  Public  Education  System  with  us.  Mr. 
Superintendent,  if  you  will  have  a  seat. 

We  have  before  us  representatives  from  the  Board  of  Education. 

We  have  Linda  Moody  who  is  the  president  of  the  Board  of  Edu- 
cation, and  Karen  Shook,  the  chairperson  of  the  Board's  Budget 
Committee,  and  Dr.  Franklin  Smith,  the  Superintendent  of 
Schools.  And  the  other  two  ladies  are — 

Ms.  CORLEY.  I  am  Angie  Corley.  I  have  been  on  the  Board  almost 
seven  years,  and  I  represent  northeast  Washington. 

Ms.  Landberg.  I  am  Erika  Landberg  and  I  chair  the  Committee 
on  Educational  Reform  for  the  Board. 

Mr.  DixON.  Welcome,  ladies  and  gentlemen. 

BUDGET  request/public  SCHOOLS 

As  I  understand  it,  the  budget  that  was  sent  up  by  the  Mayor 
and  Council  totals  $542,682,000,  and  10,980  positions,  a  net  in- 
crease of  $25,000,000  and  a  net  reduction  of  104  positions  when 
compared  to  the  FY  1994  enacted  appropriation  level.  As  an  inde- 
pendent agency  you  are  submitting  a  budget  of  $559  million,  an  in- 
crease of  $16,318,000  above  the  Mayor  and  Council's  request. 

prepared  statement  of  PRESIDENT  LINDA  MOODY 

President  Moody,  if  you  have  a  written  statement,  we  would  be 
glad  to  receive  it  for  the  record,  and  if  you  would  like  to  highlight 
it,  then  I  will  call  on  Dr.  Smith  and  then  anybody  else  who  would 
like  to  jump  in  at  that  point. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  LINDA  H.  MOODY,  PRESIDENT 
DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

REGARDING  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BOARD  OF 
EDUCATION'S  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

MAY  18,  1994 


GOOD  AFTERNOON,  CHAIRMAN  DEXON  AND  OTHER  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE.  FOR  THE  RECORD  I  AM  LINDA  H.  MOODY, 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION. 
I  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  DISCUSS  THE  BOARD  OF 
EDUCATION'S  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST  OF  $542.68  MILLION. 

FOR  MANY  YEARS  NOW,  THE  D.C.  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  HAS  BEEN 
SUBJECTED  TO  INTENSE  SCRUTINY,  PERHAPS  MORE  SCRUTINY  THAN 
ANY  OTHER  AGENCY  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA.  QUESTIONS 
HAVE  BEEN  RAISED  ABOUT  EVERY  ASPECT  OF  OUR  SCHOOL  SYSTEM 
AND  WHETHER  OR  NOT  WE  WERE  ABLE  TO  TURN  THE  SYSTEM 
AROUND  AND  IMPLEMENT  TRUE  SYSTEMIC  EDUCATIONAL  REFORM. 
I  AM  PROUD  TO  BE  ABLE  TO  SAY  TO  YOU  TODAY  THAT  TRUE 
REFORM  IN  OUR  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  IS  WELL  UNDERWAY.  THIS  HAS 
BEEN  ACKNOWLEDGED  BY  MAYQR  KELLY  IN  HER  STATE  OF  THE 
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DISTRICT  ADDRESS,  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCILS  COMMITTEE  ON 
EDUCATION  AND  LIBRARIES,  BY  THE  CONGRESS  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES,  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  EDUCATION  AND  PARENTS 
UNITED  FOR  FULL  FUNDING. 

REFORM  EFFORTS  WHICH  BEGAN  UNDER  THE  LEADERSHIP  OF  MY 
PREDECESSOR,  R.  DAVID  HALL,  AND  HAVE  BEEN  CONTINUED  BY 
SUPERINTENDENT    FRANKLIN    L.    SMITH,    REQUIRED    THAT    WE 
ADDRESS    TWO    ISSUES    WHICH    PREVENTED    US    FROM    EVER 
REGAINING  THE  CREDIBILITY  WE  HAD  ONCE  ENJOYED. 

THE  FIRST  ISSUE  CHALLENGED  US  TO  ELIMINATE  OUR  BUREACRACY 
AND  CLOSE  UNDERENROLLED  SCHOOLS.  THE  COPE  REPORT 
RECOMMENDED  THAT  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  STREAMLINE  ITS 
CENTRAL  ADMINISTRATION  AND  ELIMINATE  400  POSITIONS.  THE 
RIVLIN  REPORT  RECOMMENDED  THE  ELIMINATION  OF  800 
POSITIONS.  AND  THE  SUMMIT  AGREEMENT  REQUIRED  THAT  WE 
ELIMINATE  883  POSITIONS  AND  CLOSE  TEN  SCHOOLS.  THE  SCHOOL 
SYSTEM  HAS  COMPLIED  WITH  ALL  OF  THESE  RECOMMENDATIONS 
AND  REQUIREMENTS.  IN  FY  1993  WE  REDUCED  THE  BUDGET  BY  740 
POSITIONS,  IN  FY  1994,  883  POSITIONS  ARE  BEING  ELIMINATED,  AND 
WE  WILL  REDUCE  THE  BUDGET  BY  204  NON-CLASSROOM  POSITIONS 
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IN  FY  1995.  IN  ADDITION  THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  HAS  CLOSED 
NINE  SCHOOLS. 

I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  POINT  OUT  THAT  THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  HAS 
DEMONSTRATED  THAT  IT  IS  ONE  OF  THE  MOST  FISCALLY 
RESPONSIBLE  AGENCIES  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
GOVERNMENT.  AS  YOU  ARE  AWARE,  FOR  THE  PAST  THIRTEEN 
YEARS  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  HAS  ENGAGED  THE  SERVICES  OF 
INDEPENDENT  AUDITING  FIRMS  TO  REVIEW  ITS  FINANCIAL 
OPERATIONS,  AND  FOR  EVERY  ONE  OF  THOSE  THIRTEEN  YEARS  WE 
HAVE  BALANCED  OUR  BUDGET  AND  RECEIVED  THE  HIGHEST 
RATING  GIVEN  BY  AUDITORS.  FOR  EVERY  FISCAL  YEAR  SINCE  FY 
1989,  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  HAS  BEEN  AWARDED  THE  CERTIFICATE 
OF  EXCELLENCE  IN  FINANCL\L  REPORTING  FROM  THE  ASSOCIATION 
OF  SCHOOL  BUSINESS  OFFICIALS  INTERNATIONAL,  A  PRESTIGIOUS 
NATIONAL  AWARD,  AND  THE  HIGHEST  FORM  OF  RECOGNITION  A 
SCHOOL  DISTRICT  CAN  ATTAIN  IN  ITS  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT 
OPERATIONS. 

IN  ADDITION  TO  THE  COST  SAVING  MEASURES  ALREADY  TAKEN  BY 
THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION,  WE  HAVE  MADE  THE  DECISION  TO 
MOVE  OUR  CENTRAL  OFFICES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENTIAL  BUILDING 
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AT  415  12TH  STREET  N.W.  INTO  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS.  WE  ESTIMATE 
THAT  THIS  MOVE  WILL  SAVE  $6.5  MILLION  ANNUALLY  IN  RENT.  WE 
ASK  THE  SUPPORT  OF  THIS  BODY  TO  KEEP  THESE  SAVINGS  IN  THE 
SCHOOL  SYSTEM'S  BUDGET  SO  THAT  WE  CAN  REDIRECT  THE  FUNDS 
TO  CLASSROOM  SUPPORT  RATHER  THAN  HAVING  THEM  RETURNED 
TO  THE  COFFERS  OF  THE  DISTRICT'S  GENERAL  FUND. 

THE  SECOND  ISSUE  WHICH  CHALLENGED  OUR  CREDIBILITY  WAS 
STUDENT  ACHIEVEMENT  AND  THE  QUALITY  OF  OUR  EDUCATIONAL 
PROGRAMS.  WE  HAD  TO  EXAMINE  WHAT  WE  TEACH  AND  HOW  WE 
TEACH  IT,  AND  TO  IDENTIFY  THE  REASONS  WHY  OUR  STUDENTS 
WERE  NOT  LEARNING  AS  WELL  AS  THEY  SHOULD.  THE 
CURRICULUM  AUDIT  COMMISSIONED  BY  DR.  SMITH  REVEALED 
WEAKNESSES  IN  OUR  SYSTEM  WHICH  WE  HAVE  MOVED  TO 
STRENGTHEN  AND  CORRECT.  WE  HAVE  EXAMINED  OUR  SYSTEM 
FROM  TOP  TO  BOTTOM,  AND  WE  HAVE  BEGUN  A  PROGRAM  OF 
CHANGE  AND  IMPROVEMENT.  THE  SUPERINTENDENTS  REFORM 
PLAN  RESPONDS  TO  THE  NEED  TO  PREPARE  OUR  STUDENTS  FOR 
SUCCESSFUL  AND  PRODUCTIVE  PARTICIPATION  IN  A  RAPIDLY 
CHANGING  SOCIETY.  IT  ALSO  RESPONDS  TO  THE  COMMUNITY'S 
DEMAND  FOR  QUANTIFL\BLE,  SUSTAINED  IMPROVEMENT.  WE  ARE 
MOVING  MORE  DECISION-MAKING   AUTHORITY  TO  THE  LOCAL 


969 

SCHOOL  LEVEL  SO  THAT  PRINCIPALS,  TEACHERS  AND  PARENTS  ARE 
ABLE  TO  MAKE  THE  IMPORTANT  DECISIONS  ABOUT  THE  EDUCATION 
THEY  PROVIDE  TO  THEIR  STUDENTS.  IN  HIS  TESTIMONY,  DR.  SMITH 
WILL  ELABORATE  ON  HIS  PLANS  FOR  CONTINUED  SYSTEMIC 
REFORM. 

I  BELIEVE  THAT  STATEMENTS  MADE  LAST  JUNE  ON  THE  FLOOR  OF 
THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  BY  CONGRESSMAN  RALPH 
REGULA  OF  OHIO,  A  FORMER  MEMBER  OF  THIS  COMMITTEE, 
REFLECT  THE  PROGRESS  OUR  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  HAS  MADE. 
CONGRESSMAN  REGULA  STATED,  "I  WOULD  BE  REMISS  IF  I  FAILED 
TO  NOTE  THE  MOST  PROFOUND  CHANGE  OCCURRING  IN  THE  SCHOOL 
SYSTEM.  I  AM  REFERRING  TO  THE  AGGRESSIVE  APPROACH  BEING 
TAKEN  TO  ELIMINATE  OVER  880  POSITIONS  IN  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM 
...  SUPERINTENDENT  SMITH  HAS  MADE  SOME  COURAGEOUS 
DECISIONS  WHICH  SHOULD  NOT  GO  UNNOTICED  ...  THE  SYSTEM  HAS 
ADOPTED  RESTRUCTURING  TEAMS'  WHERE  TEACHERS,  PARENTS  ... 
(AND)  STAFF  WORK  TOGETHER  TO  ANALYZE  THE  NEEDS  ...  OF 
SCHOOL(S)  ...  FIRE  CODE  VIOLATIONS  HAVE  BEEN  CORRECTED, 
PLAYGROUND  EQUIPMENT  HAS  BEEN  INSTALLED,  AND  THE  NEEDED 
MAJOR  AND  MINOR  REPAIRS  ...  ARE  BEING  FIXED."  CONGRESSMAN 
REGULA    APPLAUDED    THE    BOARD    OF    EDUCATION    AND    THE 
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SUPERINTENDENT  FOR  CLOSING  UNDERENROLLED  SCHOOLS, 
MAKING  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS  AND  WORKING 
MORE  CLOSELY  WITH  PARENTS. 

THE  BOARD'S  INITIAL  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST  MADE  TO  THE 
MAYOR  AND  CITY  COUNCIL  WAS  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $559  MILLION, 
AND  INCLUDED  A  SMALL  AMOUNT  OF  FUNDING  FOR  IMPROVING 
EDUCATIONAL  PROGRAMS  TO  ADVANCE  SYSTEMIC  REFORM,  AND 
NO  FUNDING  FOR  INCREASED  SECURITY  MEASURES  TO  PROTECT 
OUR  CHILDREN,  EVEN  THOUGH  WE  CERTAINLY  NEED  SUBSTANTL\L 
FUNDS  IN  BOTH  OF  THESE  AREAS.  THE  INITIAL  REQUEST  MAINLY 
ATTEMPTED  TO  COVER  THE  COST  OF  PAY  RAISES  AND  BENEFITS 
FOR  TEACHERS,  PRINCIPALS  AND  OTHER  EMPLOYEES  -  RAISES  THAT 
HAD  ALREADY  BEEN  PROMISED  BY  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  CITY 
COUNCIL.  HOWEVER,  THE  FY  1995  BUDGET  APPROVED  BY  THE 
MAYOR  AND  CITY  COUNCIL,  THE  REQUEST  WHICH  IS  BEFORE  YOU  IN 
THE  AMOUNT  OF  $542.68  MILLION,  WILL  NOT  FULLY  COVER  THE 
COST  OF  PAY  RAISES,  NOR  WILL  IT  ALLOW  US  TO  IMPLEMENT 
INCREASED  SECURITY  MEASURES,  ENHANCE  OUR  EDUCATIONAL 
PROGRAMS  TO  THE  MAGNITUDE  WE  WOULD  LIKE,  AND  IT 
DEFINITELY  DOES  NOT  COVER  THE  COST  OF  BENEFITS  FOR  THE 
EMPLOYEES  WHO  RECEIVED  PAY  RAISES. 
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MEMBERS  OF  THIS  COMMITTEE  MAY  REMEMBER  THAT  WHEN 
CONGRESS  INCREASED  THE  FEDERAL  PAYMENT  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA  BY  $100  MILLION  IN  I99I,  $36  MILLION  OF  THAT  AMOUNT 
HAD  BEEN  EARMARKED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  FOR  TEACHER  PAY 
RAISES.  HOWEVER,  NONE  OF  THAT  INCREASE  WAS  PROVIDED  TO 
THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM,  AND  SO  IN  1994  WE  FIND  OURSELVES  STILL 
STRUGGLING  TO  FIND  THE  RESOURCES  WITHIN  OUR  FY  1995  BUDGET 
TO  FUND  THESE  PAY  RAISES. 

EACH  YEAR  THAT  THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  HAS  REALIZED 
SAVINGS  THROUGH  COST  CUTTING  MEASURES,  WHILE  AT  THE  SAME 
TIME  BALANCING  ITS  BUDGET,  WE  HAVE  ANTICIPATED  USING 
THESE  SAVINGS  TO  IMPROVE  AREAS  WITHIN  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM 
THAT  DIRECTLY  SERVE  STUDENTS.  THIS  HAS  NOT  BEEN  THE  CASE. 
OUR  COST  CUTTING  MEASURES  AND  OUR  BALANCED  BUDGETS 
ACTUALLY  RESULTED  IN  BUDGET  CUTS.  THE  THINKING  SEEMED  TO 
BE  THAT  IF  WE  WERE  ABLE  TO  GET  ALONG  WITH  LESS,  WE  COULD 
CONTINUE  TO  DO  WITH  LESS. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  RESIDENTS  EXPECT  THEIR  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 
TO  PROVIDE  A  QUALITY  EDUCATION  FOR  ALL  OF  THE  CHILDREN.   IN 
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1986,  77%  OF  DISTRICT  VOTERS  APPROVED  AN  INITIATIVE  WHICH 
BECAME  D.C.  LAW  7-68,  PASSED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  IN  1988,  AND 
ESTABLISHED  THAT,  "FUNDING  OF  THE  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS  BE 
ACKNOWLEDGED  AS  OF  THE  HIGHEST  PRIORITY  BY  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBL\".  YET  WE  HAVE  WATCHED  OUR  PERCENTAGE  SHARE  OF 
THE  DISTRICT'S  BUDGET  SHRINK  EVERY  YEAR  FOR  THE  LAST 
TWENTY  YEARS.  IN  1970,  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM'S  SHARE  OF  THE  CITY 
BUDGET  WAS  24%.  TODAY  IT  IS  ONLY  15%. 

WHILE  WE  ARE  COGNIZANT  OF  THE  SERIOUS  FINANCIAL  CRISIS 
FACED  BY  OUR  CITY,  AS  WELL  AS  THE  MANY  COMPETING 
INTERESTS  FOR  CITY  DOLLARS,  THE  AMOUNT  APPROVED  BY  THE 
MAYOR  AND  CITY  COUNCIL  FALLS  SHORT  OF  WHAT  WE  NEED. 
HOWEVER  WE  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  DO  THE  BEST  WE  CAN  WITH 
WHAT  WE  ARE  GIVEN,  AND  WE  WILL  CONTINUE  TO  BALANCE  OUR 
BUDGET  AS  WE  HAVE  DONE  FOR  THE  PAST  THIRTEEN  YEARS.  THE 
BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  AND  THE  SUPERINTENDENT  ARE 
COMMITTED  TO  USE  WISELY  THE  RESOURCES  AVAILABLE  TO  US, 
AND  WE  ASK  YOUR  SUPPORT  FOR  OUR  BUDGET  REQUEST. 

I  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  TODAY,  AND  I  WILL 
BE  HAPPY  TO  ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY  HAVE. 
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Opening  Remarks  of  Board  President 

Ms.  Moody.  Okay.  I  do  have  a  written  statement.  I  did  want  to 
read  it  in  detail,  but  I  can  highlight  it,  I  believe. 

As  you  know,  the  school  system  has  been  subjected  to  intense 
scrutiny  over  the  past  few  years  because  of  some  of  the  things  that 
have  been  happening  in  the  D.C.  Public  Schools.  As  a  result,  we 
have  made  tremendous  strides  in  trying  to  improve  on  some  of  the 
things  that  we  have  done.  We  recognize  that  we  have  not  done  as 
much  as  should  have  been  done,  but  we  have  made  tremendous 
strides  and  improvements  in  this  effort. 

REFORM  efforts 

We  have  been  working  with  the  Mayor  over  the  past  few  years, 
and  past  few  months,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  to  intensify  the  collabora- 
tion between  the  D.C.  Grovemment  and  the  D.C.  Public  Schools.  As 
a  result,  we  have  done  many  things.  The  reform  efforts  which 
began  under  the  leadership  of  David  Hall,  who  was  my  prede- 
cessor, have  been  continued  under  my  leadership  as  president. 
There  are  two  issues  which  prevented  us  from  regaining  the  credi- 
bility which  we  once  enjoyed.  As  a  result,  we  have  tried  to  address 
those  two  concerns. 

POSITIONS  CUT 

The  first  issue  challenged  us  to  eliminate  the  bureaucracy  and 
close  underenroUed  schools,  which  we  did.  We  eliminated  at  least 
400  positions  in  central  administration.  The  Committee  on  Public 
Education  (COPE)  Report  recommended  that  we  eliminate  400  po- 
sitions, the  Rivlin  report  recommended  that  we  reduce  our  pa3rroll 
by  800  and  the  summit  agreement  suggested  883,  when  we  had  al- 
ready planned  to  eliminate  683.  The  school  system  complied  with 
these  recommendations  by  reducing  our  budget  by  740  positions  in 
1994,  and  we  will  continue  to  reduce  the  number  of  positions  by 
204  in  1995. 

SCHOOLS  CLOSED 

In  addition,  the  board  has  closed  nine  schools.  We  were  asked  to 
close  10,  but  we  closed  nine. 

CERTIFICATES  OF  EXCELLENCE 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  the  Board  of  Education  has 
demonstrated  that  it  is  one  of  the  most  fiscally  responsible  agencies 
in  D.C.  As  you  are  aware,  for  the  past  13  years,  the  school  system 
has  engaged  the  services  of  independent  auditors,  and  we  have 
come  out  as  one  of  the  top  school  systems  in  the  country.  As  a  mat- 
ter of  fact,  every  fiscal  year  since  1989  the  school  system  has  been 
awarded  the  certificate  of  excellence  in  financial  reporting. 

RELOCATION  OF  CENTRAL  OFFICE 

In  addition  to  the  cost  saving  measures  which  have  already  been 
taken  by  the  board,  we  have  made  the  decision  to  move  our  central 
offices  from  415  12th  Street,  Northwest,  into  school  buildings.  We 
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estimate  that  this  should  save  us  approximately,  $6-and-a-half  mil- 
lion annually  in  rent. 

We  ask  the  support  of  this  body  to  keep  these  savings  in  the 
school  system's  budget  so  that  we  can  redirect  the  funds  to  class- 
room support  rather  than  have  them  returned  to  the  central  coffers 
of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

CURRICULUM  AUDIT 

The  second  issue  which  we  faced  was  our  credibility.  We  had  to 
prove  that  we  were  capable  of  doing  the  job  that  we  were  designed 
to  do.  Therefore,  we  had  to  examine  what  we  were  teaching,  how 
we  were  teaching  it  and  whether  or  not  the  students  were  actually 
learning  what  we  were  teaching. 

The  curriculum  audit  that  was  commissioned  by  Dr.  Smith  upon 
his  arrival  revealed  weaknesses  in  our  system  which  we  have 
moved  to  strengthen  and  correct.  We  have  also  examined  our  sys- 
tem from  top  to  bottom  and  have  begun  a  program  of  change  and 
improvement. 

SUPERINTENDE^^T*S  REFORM  PLAN 

The  Superintendent's  reform  plan  responds  to  the  need  to  pre- 
pare our  students  for  successful  and  productive  participation  in  a 
rapidly  changing  society.  It  also  responds  to  the  community's  de- 
mand for  quantifiable  sustained  improvement.  We  are  also  moving 
in  that  direction. 

We  believe  that  the  statements  made  last  June  by  Congressman 
Regula  of  Ohio  are  quite  reflective  of  the  progress  that  we  have 
made.  I  would  like  to  quote  from  his  statement,  if  I  may. 

He  stated  that  "I  would  be  remiss  if  I  failed  to  note  the  most  pro- 
found change  occurring  in  the  school  system.  I  am  referring  to  the 
aggressive  approach  being  taken  to  eliminate  over  880  positions  in 
the  school  system.  Superintendent  Smith  has  made  some  coura- 
geous decisions  which  should  not  go  unnoticed.  The  system  has 
adopted  restructuring  teams  where  teachers,  parents  and  staff 
work  together  to  analyze  the  needs  of  the  schools.  Fire  code  viola- 
tions have  been  corrected,  playground  equipment  has  been  in- 
stalled, and  the  needed  major  and  minor  repairs  are  being  fixed." 

He  also  applauded  the  Board  and  the  Superintendent  for  closing 
the  underenrolled  schools  which  I  referred  to  earlier  in  my  state- 
ment. 

board's  initial  budget 

The  Board's  initial  1995  budget  request  made  to  the  Mayor  and 
the  Council  was  in  the  amount  of  $559  million,  as  you  indicated. 
It  included  a  small  amount  of  funding  for  improving  educational 
programs  to  advance  systemic  reform,  but  no  funding  for  increased 
security  measures  to  protect  our  children,  even  though  we  certainly 
need  substantial  funds  in  both  of  these  areas. 

The  initial  request  mainly  attempted  to  cover  the  cost  of  pay 
raises  and  benefits  for  teachers,  principals,  and  other  employees — 
raises  that  had  already  been  promised  by  the  Mayor  and  the  Coun- 
cil. However,  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  approved  by  the  Mayor 
and  City  Council  is  for  $542.68  million.  This  will  neither  fully  cover 
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the  cost  of  pay  raises  nor  allow  us  to  implement  increased  security 
measures,  and  enhance  our  educational  programs  to  the  magnitude 
that  we  would  like  to.  It  definitely  does  not  cover  the  cost  of  bene- 
fits for  the  employees  who  received  pay  raises. 

You  may  remember  that  when  Congress  increased  the  Federal 
payment  to  the  District  of  Columbia  by  $100  million  in  1991,  $36 
million  of  that  amount  had  been  earmarked  by  the  Council  for 
teacher  pay  raises.  However,  none  of  that  increase  was  provided  to 
the  school  system,  so  in  1994  we  find  ourselves  still  struggling  to 
find  the  resources  within  our  own  1995  budget  to  fund  these  pay 
raises. 

SAVINGS  HAVE  RESULTED  IN  MORE  BUDGET  CUTS 

Each  year  the  Board  of  Education  has  realized  savings  through 
cost-cutting  measures,  while  at  the  same  time  balancing  its  budget. 
We  have  anticipated  using  these  savings  to  improve  areas  within 
the  school  system  that  directly  serve  students.  This  has  not  been 
the  case. 

Our  cost-cutting  measures  and  our  balanced  budgets  have  actu- 
ally resulted  in  budget  cuts.  The  thinking  seemed  to  be  that  if  we 
were  able  to  get  along  with  less,  we  could  continue  to  do  with  less. 

SCHOOL  system's  SHARE  OF  CITY'S  BUDGET 

D.C.  residents  expect  their  schools  to  provide  a  quality  education 
for  all  the  children.  In  1987,  77  percent  of  District  voters  approved 
an  initiative  which  became  D.C.  law  7-68,  and  established  that 
funding  of  the  public  schools  was  to  be  acknowledged  as  the  high- 
est priority  in  D.C.  Yet  we  have  watched  our  percentage  share  of 
the  District's  budget  shrink  every  year  for  the  last  20  years.  In 
1970,  the  school  system's  share  of  the  city  budget  was  24  percent. 
Today,  it  is  only  15  percent. 

While  we  recognize  the  serious  financial  crisis  faced  by  our  city, 
as  well  as  the  many  competing  interests  for  city  dollars,  the 
amount  approved  by  the  Mayor  and  City  Council  falls  short  of  what 
we  need.  However,  we  will  continue  to  do  the  best  we  can  with 
what  we  are  given  and  we  will  continue  to  balance  our  budget  as 
we  have  done  for  the  past  13  years. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you  and  naturally  we 
will  answer  questions. 

Mr.  DixON.  Thank  you.  Madam  President. 

Next,  I  will  call  on  Dr.  Smith.  Before  I  call  on  Dr.  Smith,  I  think 
Mr.  Regula's  comments  were  certainly  appropriate.  I  don't  know  if 
you  are  aware  that  Mr.  Regula  and  Dr.  Smith  are  at  least  ac- 
quaintances. 

Ms.  Moody.  No,  he  didn't  tell  us  that.  He  didn't  want  that  on 
the  record. 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  Dr.  Smith  first  came  here,  Mr.  Regula  intro- 
duced him  to  this  Committee  and  I  think  they  are  from  the  same 
general  area  in  Ohio.  Is  that  right? 

Dr.  Smith.  Yes. 

Ms.  Moody.  That  just  lowered  our  credibility. 

Mr.  Walsh.  In  this  case,  familiarity  did  not  breed  contempt. 

Dr.  Smith.  Right. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Dr.  Smith? 
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Dr.  Smith.  First  of  all,  good  afternoon,  Chairman  Dixon  and  Mr. 
Walsh.  Certainly,  it  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  be  here.  I  also  have  a 
statement  that  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record. 

INTRODUCTION  OF  HILDA  MASON 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  interrupt  you.  We  have,  Hilda  Mason,  the 
chairperson  of  the  city  council's  education  committee.  If  you  would 
like  to  join  us  here  at  the  table  you  are  certainly  welcome.  Okay, 
you  just  want  to  listen,  all  right. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  SUPERINTENDENT  OF  SCHOOLS 

Dr.  Smith.  Thank  you.  I  will  summarize  my  statement  and  then 
I  am  sure  that  there  are  several  questions  that  you  would  like  to 
ask  us  as  well. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  FRANKLIN  L.  SMITH 

SUPERINTENDENT  AND  CHIEF  STATE  SCHOOL  OFFICER 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF 

COLUMBIA 
REGARDING  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION'S  FY  1995 

BUDGET  REQUEST 
MAY  18,  1994 

GOOD  AFTERNOON,  CHAIRMAN  DIXON  AND  OTHER  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE.  I  AM  FRANKLIN  SMITH,  SUPERINTENDENT  AND  CHIEF  STATE 
SCHOOL  OFFICER  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS.  IT  IS  MY 
PLEASURE  TO  COME  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBL«i  BOARD  OF  EDUCATIONS  FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST. 

THIS  REQUEST,  FOR  $542.68  MILLION,  IS,  WE  BELIEVE,  A  MODEST  ONE.  IT 
REPRESENTS  A  $25  MILLION  INCREASE  OVER  OUR  CURRENTLY  APPROVED  FY  1994 
BUDGET  AND  WILL  FUND  ONLY  A  PART  OF  THE  $32  MILLION  THAT  WE  NEED  TO 

FINANCE  PAY  RAISES  FOR  OUR  EMPLOYEES EMPLOYEES  WHO  BADLY 

DESERVE  SUCH  SALARY  INCREASES  IN  LIGHT  OF  THE  PAY  REDUCTIONS, 
THROUGH  FURLOUGHS  AND  FREEZES  ON  STEP  INCREASES,  THAT  THEY 
EXPERIENCED  IN  FY  1993. 

OUR  ORIGINAL  REQUEST  TO  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  CITY  COUNCIL,  FOR  A  BUDGET 
OF  $559.9  MILLION,  INCLUDED  FUNDING  WHICH  WOULD  HAVE  ALLOWED  US  NOT 
ONLY  TO  FULLY  FINANCE  THESE  PAY  RAISES  BUT  ALSO  TO  HIRE  98  ADDITIONAL 
KINDERGARTEN  AIDES;  EXPAND  OUR  MATHEMATICS,  SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 
INITIATIVE,  AS  WELL  AS  OUR  CONFLICT  AND  PEER  MEDIATION  PROGRAMS;  AND 
ESTABLISH  A  STATE-OF-THE-ART  STAFF  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM  FOR  OUR 
SCHOOL-BASED  EMPLOYEES. 

NATURALLY,  WE  WERE  DISAPPOINTED  WHEN  THIS  BUDGET  MARK  WAS  NOT 
APPROVED  BY  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  COUNCIL.  HOWEVER,  IN  LIGHT  OF  THE 
SEVERE  FISCAL  CONSTRAINTS  NOW  FACING  THE  DISTRICT,  WE  ARE  GRATEFUL 
FOR  THE  $25  MILLION  INCREASE  WHICH  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  COUNCIL  DID 
AUTHORIZE  FOR  OUR  SCHOOL  SYSTEM.  WE  BELIEVE  THAT,  IN  A  TIME  OF  VERY 
LIMITED  RESOURCES,  THIS  BUDGET  INCREASE  IS  EVIDENCE  THAT  ALL  BRANCHES 
OF  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  GOVERNMENT  ARE  CONTINUING  TO  WORK 
TOGETHER  TO  PROVIDE  THE  BEST  POSSIBLE  EDUCATION  TO  DISTRICT  YOUTH. 

IF  GIVEN  THE  $542.68  MILLION  FY  1995  BUDGET  APPROVED  BY  THE  MAYOR  AND 
THE  COUNCIL,  WE  PROMISE  TO  CONTINUE  OUR  PRACTICE  OF  PUTTING  OUR 
RESOURCES  WHERE  THEY  BELONG --- IN  OUR  SCHOOLS.  WE  BELIEVE  THAT  OUR 
C0ST-CU1TING  EFFORTS  DURING  THE  LAST  FISCAL  YEAR  DEMONSTRATE  OUR 
COMMITMENT  TO  CHANNELING  AS  MANY  RESOURCES  AS  POSSIBLE  DIRECTLY  TO 
OUR  STUDENTS. 

AS  YOU  KNOW,  IN  FY  1993,  WE  CLOSED  NINE  SCHOOLS  AND  ELIMINATED  OVER  740 
POSITIONS.  WE  HAVE  ALSO  COMMITTED  TO  ABOLISHING  AN  ADDITIONAL  150 
POSITIONS  DURING  THIS  RSCAL  YEAR,  AND  204  MORE  IN  FY  1995. 

NEEDLESS  TO  SAY,  THESE  ACTIONS  HAVE  NOT  BEEN,  AND  WILL  NOT  BE,  POPULAR 
ONES.  HOWEVER,  WE  KNOW  THEY  ARE  NECESSARY  IF  WE  ARE  TO  MEET  OUR 
GOAL  OF  PROVIDING  THE  BEST  POSSIBLE  EDUCATION  TO  EVERY  D.C.  PUBLIC 
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SCHOOL  STUDENT.  FOR  THIS  REASON,  WE  CONTINUE  TO  MAKE  AND  IMPLEMENT 
DIFFICULT  COST-CUTTING  DECISIONS  AND  PLEDGE  TO  CONTINUE  TO  DO  SO  IF 
YOU  APPROVE  THE  BUDGET  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY. 

WE  ALSO  PROMISE  TO  IMPLEMENT  REFORM  EVEN  IN  THE  FACE  OF  DIMINISHING 
RESOURCES.  WE  PLAN  TO  ACCOMPLISH  THIS  TASK  NOT  ONLY  THROUGH  THE 
COST-SAVING  MEASURES  WHICH  I  HAVE  JUST  DESCRIBED  BUT  ALSO  BY  SAVING 
MONEY  THROUGH  ENERGY  CONSERVATION  IN  OUR  SCHOOLS  AND  EXPANDING 
OUR  PUBLIC/PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIPS  BY  REACHING  OUT  TO  THE  PUBLIC  AND 
THE  PRIVATE  SECTORS  AND  ASKING  THEM  TO  DONATE  RESOURCES,  BOTH 
HUMAN  AND  HNANCIAL,  TO  OUR  SCHOOLS. 

JUST  ONE  EXAMPLE  OF  AN  INNOVATIVE  PROGRAM  WHICH  WE  HAVE 
ESTABLISHED  WITH  NO  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  IS  OUR  BESST  -  "BRINGING 
EDUCATIONAL  SERVICES  TO  STUDENTS  "  -  INITIATIVE.  IN  IMPLEMENTING  BESST, 
WE  ARE  SEEKING  BOTH  TO  ESTABLISH  A  NEW  FRAMEWORK  FOR  EMPOWERING 
LOCAL  SCHOOLS  AND  TO  PROVIDE  PARENTS  AND  STUDENTS  WITH  MANY 
EDUCATIONAL  CHOICES. 

UNDER  BESST,  WE  WILL  EXPAND  OUR  SITE-BASED  MANAGEMENT  EFFORTS, 
GIVING  MORE  AUTHORITY  AND  CONTROL  TO  THE  INDIVIDUALS  CLOSEST  TO  OUR 
STUDENTS  -  -  -  PRINCIPALS,  TEACHERS  AND  PARENTS.  WE  BELIEVE  STRONGLY 
THAT  THESE  INDIVIDUALS  ARE  IN  THE  BEST  POSITION  TO  DETERMINE  WHAT 
EDUCATIONAL  SERVICES  OUR  STUDENTS  NEED  AND  HOW  TO  PROVIDE  THEM 
MOST  EFFECTIVELY.  IN  ADDITION,  WE  WILL  EXPAND  OUR  EFFORTS  TO  OFFER 
MORE  EDUCATIONAL  CHOICES  TO  THE  PARENTS  AND  STUDENTS  THROUGH 
MAGNET  AND  THEMATIC  SCHOOLS. 

BOTH  ASPECTS  OF  THE  BESST  INITIATIVE  -  EMPOWERING  LOCAL  SCHOOLS  AND 
PUBLIC  SCHOOL  CHOICE  -  ARE  CRITICAL  ELEMENTS  OF  THE  VISION  THAT  I  HAVE 
ALWAYS  HAD  FOR  THE  D.C.  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS.  SINCE  I  FIRST  ARRIVED  IN  D.C.,  I 
HAVE  PROMOTED  THE  NOTION  OF  IMPROVING  STUDENT  OUTCOMES  BY  FOCUSING 
ON  LOCAL  SCHOOL  RESTRUCTURING  -—  THROUGH  SITE-BASED 
MANAGEMENT,COLLABORATI  VE  RELATIONSHIPS  WITH  THE  PUBLIC  AND  PRIVATE 
SECTORS,  AND  INTRADISTRICT  CHOICE. 

SUCH  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  CHOICE  IS,  I  BELIEVE,  THE  MOST  VIBRANT  CATALYST  FOR 
CHANGE  IN  EDUCATION  TODAY.  THROUGH  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THIS  CHOICE 
PROGRAM,  I  SEE  ALL  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  OCCURRING: 

-  TEACHERS,  PRINCIPALS  AND  PARENTS  WILL  CREATE  DISTINCTIVE 
PROGRAMS,  INCLUDING  SCHOOLS  WITH  SPECIALTY  THEMES,  FREE  FROM 
MANY  CENTRAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  DICTATES; 

-  WE  WILL  ESTABLISH  HIGH  AND  UNIFORM  STANDARDS  FOR  ALL  STUDENTS, 
TEACHERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS;  AND 

-  WE  WE.L  INCLUDE  OUTSIDE  ENTITIES,  BOTH  PROFIT  AND  NON-PROFIT,  IN  OUR 
REFORM  EFFORTS. 
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THIS  IS  MY  VISION  FOR  OUR  SCHOOL  SYSTEM    ONE  WHICH  I  INTEND  TO 

PURSUE  WITH  THE  APPROVAL  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION,  WITH  WHATEVER 
FUNDS  ARE  AVAILABLE  TO  ME.  STILL,  I  KNOW  THAT  I,  EVEN  WITH  THE  HELP  AND 
SUPPORT  OF  THE  BOARD,  CANNOT  ACCOMPLISH  THIS  ALONE.    INSTEAD,  ANY 

NUMBER  OF  ENTITIES INCLUDING  YOU,  THE  CONGRESS  -  -  -  MUST  MAKE  A 

COMMITMENT  TO,  AND  AN  INVESTMENT  IN,  CREATING  THE  KINDS  OF  LEARNING 
COMMUNITIES  THAT  BOTH  CHALLENGE  AND  NURTURE  OUR  CHILDREN, 
DRAWING  UPON  THE  BEST  RESEARCH,  THEORY  AND  EFFECTIVE  PRACTICES 
AVAILABLE. 

I  COME  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO  ASK  YOU  TO  DEMONSTRATE  SUCH  SUPPORT  FOR 
IMPROVING  EDUCATION  IN  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BY  APPROVING  THE 
$542  68  MILLION  FY  1995  BUDGET  FOR  THE  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
SUBMITTED  TO  YOU  BY  THE  MAYOR  AND  THE  COUNCIL.  I  WOULD  ALSO  ASK  YOU 
TO  DEVOTE  ANY  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  WITHIN  YOUR  CONTROL  TO  FINANCING 
THE  SCHOOL  REFORM  EFFORTS  THAT  I  HAVE  DESCRIBED. 

THANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO  TESTIFY  TODAY.  I  WOULD  BE  HAPPY  TO 
RESPONT)  TO  ANY  QUESTIONS  THAT  YOU  MIGHT  HAVE. 
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Remarks  of  School  Superintendent 

Dr.  Smith.  You  commented  on  the  fact  that  we  submitted  a 
budget  of  $559  million,  and  that  is  true.  We  did  work  very  closely 
with  the  Mayor  and  Council  to  get  the  budget  mark  submitted  to 
you  of  $542  million.  That,  I  think,  took  into  account  a  reduction  of 
about  $17  million  from  what  we  had  proposed  to  the  City  Council 
and  to  the  Mayor. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  we  felt  that  that  $559  million  budget 
was  really  a  rather  modest  one.  It  didn't  include  new  money  to  do 
many  extra  things  that  we  wanted  to  do. 

There  were  some  new  programs  in  our  reform  effort  for  which  we 
moved  money  from  within,  from  one  area  to  another.  Most  new  dol- 
lars in  the  FY  1995  budget  are  to  go  to  financing  pay  raises  that 
were  granted  to  our  employees  in  the  1993  year  pursuant  to  a  sum- 
mit agreement  which  also  included  closing  schools,  getting  medic- 
aid payments  and  selling  buildings. 

When  we  get  the  $25  million  that  has  been  added  this  year,  that 
will  only  fund  a  portion  of  the  pay  raises  and  the  benefits  and  the 
staff  increases  that  we  granted  last  year.  Therefore,  technically  we 
are  behind  by  about  $7  million  in  terms  of  the  raises  associated 
with  the  negotiated  agreements  that  we  gave  last  year  and  this 
year.  This  shortfall  has  forced  us  to  go  back  to  doing  what  I  have 
been  trying  to  avoid  for  three  years,  spending  money  other  than  in 
accordsmce  with  the  way  it  has  been  appropriated  or  the  way  we 
budgeted  for  it. 

positions/additional  cuts 

In  this  budget  we  have  recommended  a  reduction  of  another  204 
people,  in  an  effort  to  stay  within  our  budget  limitations  and  to 
match  the  reduction  that  has  been  made  and  has  been  rec- 
ommended to  you. 

I  think  we  will  still  be  able  to  move  ahead  with  some  of  our  re- 
form initiatives,  though  not  to  the  degree  that  I  would  like  for  us 
to,  and  as  is  needed  in  our  district. 

SCHOOL  security 

We  had  money  built  into  our  budget  for  student  advocacy,  which 
deals  with  safety,  security,  setting  values,  and  the  character  of  our 
youngsters.  I  deal  with  the  hardware  and  the  heartware.  The 
Mayor  has  assisted  us  by  putting  more  police  officers  around  our 
schools.  We  have  hired  more  security  people.  We  are  putting  in 
more  metal  detectors.  That  is  the  hardware.  What  is  going  to  be 
missing  is  what  I  call  the  heartware,  dealing  with  conflict  manage- 
ment, peer  mediation,  the  whole  value  system,  and  getting  families 
involved  in  our  school.  We  just  won't  be  able  to  do  as  many  of  those 
kinds  of  things  which,  I  believe,  are  preventive  as  I  would  like  to 
keep  us  from  having  to  deal  with  all  the  hardware  later  on. 

We  will  continue  to  move  forward  both  in  the  curriculum  area 
and  in  the  training  of  our  teachers  to  a  limited  degree.  However, 
we  will  probably  have  to  take  some  of  the  money  that  was  budg- 
eted for  what  I  call  OTPS — other  than  personal  services — to  pay  for 
people  that  we  have  left  on  the  pa3rroll  even  sifter  we  reduced  our 
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workforce.  Still,  we  are  determined  to  have  only  the  number  of  peo- 
ple on  board  that  we  have  money  to  pay. 

COMMITMENT  TO  BALANCED  BUDGET 

And  we  are  committed  and  have  been  committed  each  year  to 
balancing  our  budget,  even  after  the  $11  million  reduction  this 
year,  and  the  $17  million  reduction  next  year.  The  board  fortu- 
nately has  supported  this  superintendent  and  previous  super- 
intendents in  balancing  our  budget  so  we  do  not  overspend.  I  don't 
think  leggdly  we  can  overspend,  so  we  have  been  adhering  to  that 
restriction. 

POSITIONS  CUT  IN  FY  1995 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  ask  you.  Dr.  Smith,  a  couple  of  questions,  and 
then  we  will  open  it  up  to  the  other  board  members.  To  live  within 
this  $542  million,  you  say  you  are  going  to  have  to  cut  how  many 
positions? 

Dr.  Smith.  Two  hundred  and  four. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Two  hundred  and  four. 

Dr.  Smith.  We  originally  submitted  104  reductions  to  balance  our 
budget,  but  then  we  got  the  $17  million  cut  and  had  to  eliminate 
more  in  order  to  balance  our  budget. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  put  it  another  way.  If  you  got  the  $559  mil- 
lion, you  would  still  have  to  have  a  reduction? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  would  have  a  reduction  of  104. 

BUDGET  DOCUMENT  IN  ERROR 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  then  to  the  extent  this  is  in  the  budget  docuinent 
it  is  wrong.  Is  it  in  the  budget  document? 

Ms.  Shook.  We  have  not  done  a  revised  budget. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  not  criticizing.  I  am  just  saying  the  appropria- 
tion amount  that  was  plugged  in  is  their  amount,  but  the  position 
reduction  of  104  is  predicated  on  your  appropriation  amount,  so 
they  took  their  appropriation  and  your  position  reduction  to  give  us 
a  picture  here.  I  mean,  for  instance — I  am  overexaggerating — I  may 
think  a  position  reduction  of  104  is  pretty  decent,  but  I  might  think 
that  204  is  much  too  much,  so  they,  the  Mayor  and  Council,  took 
your  number  of  positions  reduced  and  their  number  of  dollars  and 
put  them  together. 

Dr.  Smith.  That  is  right.  We  have  to  cut  $17  miUion  out  of  what 
we  submitted  to  the  Mayor.  Since  85  percent  of  the  budget  is  per- 
sonnel, obviously,  we  have  to  go  back  to  our  personnel  line  item  to 
make  reductions. 

PAY  RAISE  COST 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  that  due  basically  to  pay  raises? 

Dr.  Smith.  The  pay  raises  as  we  calculate  them  are  going  to  cost 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $32  million.  Therefore,  we  have 
$25  million  to  pay  for  a  $32  million  expense.  Then  there  are  addi- 
tional costs  associated  with  these  rules  in  terms  of  fringe  benefits. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  You  say  the  pay  raises  that  have  already  been  given? 

Dr.  Smith.  Most  have  already  been  given  and  were  negotiated 
last  year. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  There  is  no  negotiation  now  for  1995? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  are  in  negotiations,  but  we  have  not  been  given 
any  particular  amount  with  which  to  negotiate.  It  is  difficult  to  be 
negotiating  when  there  is  no  money  to  negotiate  with. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  was  the  pay  raise  in  1994? 

Dr.  Smith.  Pursuant  to  the  summit  agreement,  it  was  the  11  per- 
cent which  went  back  to  October  of  1992  and  also  covered  the 
1993-1994  school  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  11  percent  is  over  three  years? 

Dr.  Smith.  It  was  over  a  period  longer  than  that,  but  it  covered 
that  three-year  contract  that  we  had. 

GENERAL  CONDITION  OF  SCHOOL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Dixon.  Madam  President,  from  your  testimony,  I  would  as- 
sume that  everything  is  going  along  fine  in  the  school  system.  Is 
that  the  case?  You  painted  a  very  positive  picture,  as  I  think  you 
should,  but  when  we  have  outside  witnesses  we  will  hear  others. 
Parents  United  for  example,  or  whatever  group  or  person  talking 
about  the  conditions  of  the  schools  or  saying  that  you  are  providing 
services  to  one  part  of  the  community  over  another  part.  So  I  am 
wondering  if  the  picture  is  as  positive  or  as  rosy  as  you  made  it 
sound  in  your  comments. 

Ms.  Moody.  To  use  the  term  "everj^hing"  is  an  exaggeration.  We 
understand  everything  is  not  going  well.  We  believe  that  the  major- 
ity of  the  things  in  the  D.C.  Public  Schools  are  going  well.  How- 
ever, there  is  so  much  negative  attached  to  a  minute  piece  of  what 
is  happening  in  D.C.  Public  Schools  that  it  overshadows  the 
positives.  Therefore,  I  take  advantage  of  every  opportunity  that  I 
get  to  tell  about  the  positive  things  going  on. 

You  will  get  the  negative  from  those  persons  who  have  had  bad 
experiences  with  the  D.C.  Public  Schools.  Those  persons  who  have 
had  positive  experiences  very  seldom  come  forth  to  talk  about 
them.  They  are  what  I  consider  the  silent  majority. 

Yes,  we  still  have  physical  problems  as  far  as  building  structure 
and  repairs  are  concerned.  We  still  have  human  relations  problems. 
Many  things  that  happen  in  our  system  are  predicated  upon  what 
and  how  a  human  interprets  what  he  or  she  is  supposed  to  be 
doing  and  how  he  or  she  carries  out  that  responsibility.  What  I  was 
sharing  with  you  are  the  steps  and  measures  which  we  are  taking 
to  improve  some  of  these  things  that  are  happening  that  humans 
have  control  over,  to  ensure  that  we  better  monitor  and  better  im- 
plement our  programs.  However,  I  didn't  intend  to  make  you  think 
that  everjdihing  is  wonderful. 

QUALITY  OF  EDUCATION 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  was  not  an  intent  to  deceive,  I  wasn't  suggesting 
that.  But  are  test  scores  improving?  Is  truancy  improving?  What 
about  teenage  pregnancy?  Are  those  things  really  getting  better? 

Ms.  Moody.  I  think  they  are  getting  better. 

TEST  SCORES  IMPROVING 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let's  talk  about 


Ms.  Moody.  They  are  improving  in  D.C.  as  a  whole. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Test  scores. 

Ms.  Moody.  They  are  getting  better. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Substantially,  Doctor? 

Dr.  Smith.  No,  not  substantially.  We  are  not  at  that  point  yet. 
I  think  they  will  with  some  of  the  reform  movements  that  we  are 
putting  in  place.  However,  it  takes  time  for  these  efforts  to  show 
in  the  test  score  results.  Still,  I  think  that  we  did  have  some  in- 
creases last  year  in  our  test  scores.  Students  are  taking  the  test 
right  now  for  this  year,  so  we  don't  know  what  the  results  are  as 
of  yet. 

With  the  training  we  are  giving  our  teachers,  the  revisions  we 
are  making  to  the  curriculum,  and  our  attempts  to  change  our 
overall  approach  to  teaching  in  the  classrooms,  I  think  you  will 
begin  to  see  a  substantial  increase,  but  not  yet. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  open  it  up. 

Remarks  of  Board  Member  Angie  Corley 

Ms.  Corley.  I  represent  northeast  Washington,  that  area  all  the 
way  out  to  Baltimore  Parkway  and  over  to  Carver  Terrace  or  the 
first  public  housing  group,  Montel  Terrace.  I  would  like  to  say  that 
we  are  doing  better  in  many  areas,  but  we  are  serving  a  different 
population. 

We  have  more  children  in  poverty  than  we  had  even  10  years 
ago,  and  I  think  that  is  very  important  to  say  to  you  and  to  the 
people  here.  We  have  fewer  teachers  who  can  handle  children; 
therefore,  we  need  smaller  classes,  which  impact  on  our  budget.  We 
need,  as  the  Superintendent  says,  to  work  with  smaller  groups, 
perhaps  not  20,  but  15,  or  10,  because  of  poverty, 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

We  have  increased  the  cost  of  our  lunches  to  a  dollar.  I  voted 
against  it.  Many  students  were  low-birth  weight  children  because 
they  are  the  offspring  of  our  young  people  who  are  still  getting 
pregnant,  unfortunately.  We  are  working  on  that.  We  probably 
need  to  go  back  to  providing  more  of  our  lunches,  and  encouraging 
students  to  eat,  because,  as  a  nutritionist,  I  know  we  are  going  to 
save  more  of  all  of  those  children  in  this  way.  Low-birth  weight  ba- 
bies and  infant  mortality  are  way  up  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Therefore,  I  have  told  my  fellow  board  members  to  join  me  in  vot- 
ing against  increasing  the  cost  of  school  lunches. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  don't  want  to  interrupt  you,  but  I  want  to  ask  a 
point  right  there.  Aren't  you  eligible  for  Federal  funds? 

Ms.  Corley.  We  do  get  free  lunches.  However,  there  are  more 
children  in  poverty.  These  are  the  offspring  of  working  poor  people. 
They  do  not  qualify,  if  their  parents  make  $20,000  or  $30,000,  for 
USDA  free  lunches. 

deficiencies 

In  addition,  fewer  students  are  in  enrichment  classes.  We  have 
less  music.  I  don't  see  much  music  or  art  in  the  elementary  schools, 
We  don't  even  have  counselors  or  librarians  for  which  I  fought  very 
hard.  There  are  fewer  repairs  in  certain  wards.  So  my  buildings 
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continue  to  leak  and  children  have  to  sit  through  reading,  writing, 
and  arithmetic  with  leaks. 

When  we  say  that  we  are  going  to  reduce  by  204  employees,  they 
will  probably  be  eliminated  in  the  poorest  areas  because  in  Ward 
3,  they  can  buy  a  teacher;  they  have  that  kind  of  income.  However, 
my  ward  would  be  impacted  very  seriously  if  it  had  to  lose  204,  or 
even  104  teachers. 

"buy  a  teacher" 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  ask  you  a  question  there.  You  used  a  term 
that  I  was  not  aware  of,  and  I  thoroughly  realize  that  it  is  not 
being  done  by  the  Board  of  Education.  And  I  also  realize  that  there 
are  conflicting  points  of  view.  Karen,  I  will  give  you  and  the  other 
board  members  a  chance  here,  but  I  just  want  to 

Ms.  CORLEY.  I  am  finished. 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  you  say,  *TDuy  a  teacher,"  you  mean  a  school 
can  raise  their  own  money  for  a  teacher? 

Ms.  CoRLEY.  I  have  heard  of  this  but  I  am  not  sure.  Ms. 
Landberg  represents  west  of  the  park. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  that  right,  some 

Dr.  Smith.  There  are  some  school  PTA's  that  actually  hire  people 
to  provide  additional  services  within  their  schools,  such  as  math  re- 
source teachers,  or  music  teachers. 

Ms.  Moody.  They  also  hire  dance  instructors. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  You  are  saying  that  your  constituents  can't  do 
that? 

Ms.  CORLEY.  They  can't.  They  would  be  homeless  if  they  did. 
They  might  raise  a  few  dollars,  but  not  $25  or  $30. 

EQUAL  DISTRIBUTION  OF  FUNDS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  would  you  say  that  the  funds,  whatever  they 
are,  that  the  District  has  are  not  distributed  on  an  equitable  basis? 

Ms.  CORLEY.  I  would  think  they  are.  We  would  be  in  court  if  they 
weren't.  But  we  need  to  look  at  that.  I  think  the  Hobson  v.  Hansen 
case  was  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  thought  the  thrust  of  what  you  were  saying  was 
that  school  lunches  weren't  distributed  equitably? 

Ms.  CoRLEY.  I  am  not  sure.  I  came  today  because  I  don't  want 
to  represent  Ward  5,  75,000  people,  and  not  let  you  know  why  I 
feel  that  we  need  the  $17  million  that  was  cut  from  our  FY  1995 
budget  request.  I  understand  we  have  $38  million  earmarked  for 
pay  raises,  but  we  never  got  that  $38  million  in  our  budget,  so, 
therefore,  we  are  trying  to  catch  up  to  pay  the  teachers. 

We  don't  pay  our  teachers  what  Montgomery,  Fairfax,  even 
Prince  Georges  County  pay.  If  I  had  gone  to  Prince  Georges  Coun- 
ty, I  would  have  made  more  over  a  lifetime. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  worked  in  the  District's  school  system? 

Ms.  CORLEY.  As  a  teacher  in  the  D.C.  Public  Schools  I  never 
made  what  they  make  in  the  surrounding  jurisdictions. 

PER  PUPIL  COSTS 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  would  like  to  open  it  up  here  for  just  a  few  minutes. 
If  we  could  address  there  is  not  necessarily  a  direct  correlation,  and 
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I  understand  that,  but  the  General  Accounting  Office  says  that  in 
fact  when  they  take  the  enrollment  and  the  expenditures  per  pupil 
of  the  largest  40  school  districts,  the  District  ranks  number  one  in 
expenditures. 

Now,  I  am  not  saying  there  is  a  direct  correlation,  but  I  could 
see  that  the  City  Council  and  the  Mayor  are  making  a  case  saying, 
"look,  we  understand  that  there  are  problems  and  there  are  a  lot 
of  low-income  people,  but  you  are  spending  roughly  $7,383  for 
every  child  in  the  school  district,"  and  that  was  based  on  1991  sta- 
tistics; New  York  is  second;  Montgomery  County,  third;  Fairfax 
County  is  fourth;  Milwaukee  is  fifth;  Cleveland  City,  Ohio  is  sixth; 
the  L.A.  Unified  School  District  is  seventh.  Now,  those  are  some 
urban  areas. 

I  am  not  jumping  on  anybody.  I  am  just  saying  it  is  a  question 
that  begs  to  be  asked;  so  as  you  talk,  if  any  one  of  you  can  address 
that  issue. 

Dr.  Smith.  Let  me  start  with  addressing  that  because  it  has  been 
an  issue  that  we  continue  to  get  confronted  with  all  the  time.  I 
think  there  are  some  expenditures  in  our  system  that  probably  are 
not  factored  into  those  figures.  Let  me  discuss  them. 

ADULT  EDUCATION 

Last  year,  we  had  approximately  20,000  adults  that  we  educated. 
In  most  other  urban  systems,  they  do  not  have  their  adult  edu- 
cation budget  as  a  part  of  their  overall  budget.  Most  states  have 
a  separate  budget  for  adult  education. 

I  have  got  three  schools  with  179  teachers  that  we  are  operating 
full-time  to  educate  adults. 

Mr.  Dixon.  How  much  does  it  cost? 

Dr.  Smith.  $7  million  in  1995. 

prekindergarten/kindergarten 

In  addition,  unlike  most  systems  we  full-day  prekindergarten 
and  full-day  kindergarten.  Most  other  places  have  half-day  kinder- 
garten and  no  prekindergarten. 

Ms.  Corley  talked  about  the  population  we  are  serving.  That  in- 
creases our  cost.  That  is  what  I  have  to  deal  with.  Special  edu- 
cation placement  in  the  system  is  another  substantial  expenditure. 

SPECIAL  EDUCATION 

We  seem  to  have  more  people  that  qualify  for  special  education 
private  placements,  where  youngsters  are  attending  private 
schools.  Courts  are  placing  them  there.  Many  places  are  having 
problems  with  that,  but  it  tends  to  be  much  more  of  a  problem  here 
in  the  District.  Why,  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Dixon.  These  are  students  that  the  District  has  an  obligation 
to,  but  the  school  district  doesn't  have  the  facility  for  them? 

Ms.  Moody.  It  is  not  always  the  case  that  we  don't  have  a  facil- 
ity. However,  we  end  up  placing  them  in  private  facilities. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now  how  big  a  caseload  is  that? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  spent  $14.9  million  for  private  placement  of  spe- 
cial education  students. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  placement  is  made  to  a  school  out  of  the  District? 
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Ms.  Shook.  Out  of  our  public  schools,  into  private  schools. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  it  might  be  located  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
but  not  always? 

Ms.  Moody.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  is  the  run-of-the-mill  case,  a  handicapped 
child? 

Dr.  Smith.  Some  are  handicapped.  Some  are  learning  disabled. 

Mr.  Dixon.  They  sue  under  the  Federal  statute? 

Dr.  Smith.  Right,  and  they  get  placed. 

FOOD  services/additional  costs 

Ms.  Corley  mentioned  that  we  increased  our  food  service  cost  to 
a  dollar.  We  spend  $13  million  right  now  out  of  the  appropriated 
budget  for  food  service. 

Most  school  districts  are  not  spending  one  dime  of  the  regular 
money  of  food  service;  it  is  all  financed  through  reimbursements 
from  the  Federal  government  and  the  sale  of  lunches.  We  put  $13 
million  up-front.  That  was  one  of  the  reasons  we  increased  the  cost, 
to  try  to  bring  this  budget  somewhat  in  balance.  That  is  a  cost  that 
most  other  people  do  not  have. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Explain  that  to  me.  There  is  a  USDA  subsidy  for 
young  people  who  come  from  families  under  a  certain  level.  They 
get  a  free  lunch? 

Dr.  Smith.  Sixty  percent  of  our  students  fall  within  that  cat- 
egory. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  required  to  subsidize  that? 

Dr.  Smith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  there  a  matching  fund  requirement  from  USDA; 
that  is  what  I  am  asking? 

Dr.  Smith.  No,  there  is  no  such  requirement. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  This  is  something  you  are  doing  voluntarily  because 
you  feel  there  is  a  need  to? 

I  am  not  criticizing  you. 

Dr.  Smith.  Not  a  need,  but  an  obligation. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  You  are  spending  $13  million. 

Dr.  Smith.  Out  of  the  regular  budget. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Sixty  percent  are  eligible  for  the  free  lunch,  then 

Ms.  Moody.  Sixty  percent  are  eligible  for  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Then  what  are  you  doing?  What  will  you  be  provid- 
ing? 

You  are  subsidizing  the  meals  to  the  tune  of  $13  million? 

Dr.  Smith.  The  cost  of  operating  the  food  service  program  and 
supplies  exceeds  what  we  get  from  sales  and  what  we  get  from  the 
Federal  reimbursement  for  meals. 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  you  are  subsidizing  the  cost  already? 

Dr.  Smith.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Have  you  expanded  the  class  of  people  that  you  are 
serving? 

Dr.  Smith.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  understand  what  I  am  saying? 

Dr.  Smith.  Yes.  The  whole  idea  is  that  we  are  trying  to  improve 
the  quality  of  food  that  we  are  serving  so  that  we  can  attract  more 
people  who  are  paying  for  the  lunches,  which  channels  more  money 
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into  the  system.  Prior  to  last  year,  we  had,  as  you  know,  open  cam- 
puses. Students  could  just  leave  school  and  go  somewhere  else  for 
lunch.  We  didn't  close  the  campuses — and  I  want  to  make  sure  this 
is  on  the  record — for  the  sole  purpose  of  improving  our  food  service 
budget.  Obviously,  it  does  help  when  students  can't  leave  the  cam- 
pus, for  they  are  going  to  buy  and  eat  food  in  the  school  cafeteria. 
But  if  they  are  going  to  buy  the  food  in  school,  then  we  want  to 
have  the  quality  there  that  they  deserve. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  what  I  hear  is  if  it  is  correct  that  60  percent 
of  the  students  are  eligible  for  either  free  lunch  or  reduced  cost  or 
subsidized  lunch.  You  are  spending  $13  million  and  then  you  are 
charging  those  who  can  afford  it  a  dollar.  That  sounds  like  an 
awful  lot  of  money. 

Dr.  Smith.  We  get  about  45  percent  of  the  cost  that  it  takes  to 
operate  our  food  service  from  USDA,  then  there  is  another  percent- 
age that  comes  from  the  sale  of  food,  and  finally  we  put  up  the  $13 
million  to  make  up  the  difference. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  are  those  food  service  employees  costing  you  $13 
million? 

Dr.  Smith.  It  is  in  employees,  though  we  are  constantly  reducing 
their  number.  We  are  still  looking  at  reducing  the  number  of  peo- 
ple even  further,  though  some  schools  are  saying  they  do  not  have 
the  people  that  they  need  to  provide  the  service. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Karen  has  been  very  quiet,  I  intend  to  get  to  her.  Dr. 
Smith. 

Gk)  ahead.  Dr.  Smith. 

PUPIL-TEACHER  RATIO 

Dr.  Smith.  The  teacher-pupil  ratio  was  even  below  what  it  is 
now.  Right  now  in  grades  pre-K  through  2,  we  have  a  20  to  1  ratio. 
In  the  other  grades,  it  is  25  to  1.  In  high  school,  English  and  math, 
we  have  a  20  to  1  ratio,  and  all  other  classes  except  special  edu- 
cation and  vocational  education  are  26  to  1.  As  long  as  we  can  af- 
ford these  ratios,  they  are  great  to  have. 

But  that  is  an  area  that  we  have  recommended  that  we  look  at. 
But  we  keep  looking  at  the  fact  that  the  needs  of  the  students  who 
are  coming  to  us  are  not  decreasing. 

We  need  to  provide  even  more  services  to  them.  You  saw  the  re- 
port that  was  released  by  Kids  Count.  It  said  that  we  provided  less 
health  service  and  nutrition. 

The  needs  are  there,  so  I  can't  keep  pushing  to  reduce  the  teach- 
er-pupil ratio.  But  on  the  other  hand,  I  am  dealing  with  a  budget 
that  doesn't  let  me  continue  to  do  these  kinds  of  things.  That  is 
why  I  keep  talking. 

perception/schools  not  improving 

Mr.  Dixon.  My  gut  is  that  people,  whoever  people  are  and  I  am 
not  sure  who  I  am  talking  about,  wouldn't  be  as  greatly  concerned 
as  they  are  if  they  thought  they  were  seeing  improvement  in  the 
schools.  But  the  general  perception  is  that  there  is  a  lot  of  money 
being  spent  and  there  is  no  improvement.  I  recognize  you  have 
been  there  only  three  years,  and  it  takes  time.  But  I  am  saying 
that  is  the  general  perception. 
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PREPARED  STATEME^^^  OF  BUDGET  AND  RESOURCE  CHAIRPERSON 

I  am  going  to  call  on  Karen  next^  Madam  President,  because  she 
has  been  sitting  patiently.  She  has  not  said  anything.  Karen,  we 
will  place  your  prepared  statement  in  the  record. 

Ms.  Shook.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  referred  to  follows:] 
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DISTRICr 

OF 

COLUMBIA 

BOARD  OF 

EDUCATION        ICAREN  SHOOK 
At- Large 

,.=  12TH  STREET   NAV 
UASHINCTON,  DC  200W 

;o;-r;4-5450 

STATEMENT  OF  KAREN  H.  SHOOK 

CHAIRPERSON,  COMMTITEE  ON  BUDGET  &  RESOURCE  ALLOCATION 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

REGARDING  THE  BOAItD  OF  EDUCATIONS 
FY  1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

MAY  18,  1994 

GOOD  AFTERNOON  CONGRESSMAN  DDCON,  I  AM  KAREN  SHOOK, 
AT-LARGE  MEMBER  OF  THE  B.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  AND 
CHAIRPERSON  OF  THE  BOARD'S  BUDGET  AND  RESOURCE  ALLOCATION 
COMMITTEE.   I  WANT  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO 
SPEAK 

LET  ME  BEGIN  BY  DESCRIBING  SOME  OF  THE  DRAMATIC 
CHANGES  THAT  HAVE  TAKEN  PLACE  THIS  PAST  YEAR.  I  HAVE  SERVED 
ON  THE  D.C.  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  FOR  OVER  FIVE  YEARS,  BUT  ONLY 
IN  THE  PAST  YEAR  HAVE  I  SEEN  A  GENUINE  SPIRIT  OF 
COMMUNICATION,  COOPERATION  AND  COLIABORATION  DEVELOP 
AMONG  THE  BOARD,  THE  D.C.  COUNCIL,  THE  MAYOR'S  OFFICE  AND  THE 
COMMUNITY. 

ONE  OF  THE  MOST  SIGNIFICANT  REASONS  FOR  THIS  CHANGE  HAS 
BEEN  THE  MAYOR'S  CREATION  OF  THE  INTERAGENCY  COUNCIL  ON 


990 


EDUCATION.   AS  AN  ACTIVE  PARTICIPANT  IN  THIS  INTERAGENCY 
GROUP,  I  WANT  TO  COMMEND  THE  MAYOR,  COMMUNITY  AND  STAFF 
MEMBERS  FROM  THE  OFFICES  OF  THE  COUNCIL  CHAIRMAN  AND  MRS. 
MASON  FOR  THEIR  HARD  WORK,  CANDID  OPINIONS  AND 
COMMITMENT  TO  CHILDREN. 

ANOTHER  DRAMATIC  CHANGE  THIS  YEAR  IS  THE  BUDGET 
FORMAT  DEVELOPED  BY  SUPERINTENDENT  FRANKLIN  SMITH  WHICH 
IS  UNDERSTANDABLE  AND  PROVIDES  FAR  MORE  INFORMATION  THAN 
PREVIOUS  BUDGETS.  NO  OTHER  CITY  AGENCY  HAS  DEVELOPED  A 
FORMAT  AS  THOROUGH  AS  THIS  ONE.  THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  HAS 
TAKEN  A  LEADERSHIP  ROLE  CITYWIDE  IN  PUTTING  TOGETHER  A 
BUDGET  THAT  TRULY  INFORMS  D.C.  RESIDENTS  ABOUT  HOW  WE  ARE 
SPENDING  THEIR  MONEY.  I  HOPE  THAT  ALL  CITY  AGENCIES  WILL 
ADOPT  THIS  MODEL  FORMAT.  AND,  FOR  THE  FIRST  TIME,  THE  SCHOOL 
SYSTEM  HAS  PRODUCED  SCHOOL-BY-SCHOOL  BUDGETS,  SO  THAT 
SPECIFIC  INFORMATION  ABOUT  EACH  SCHOOL  IS  PROVIDED  TO 
PARENTS,  TEACHERS,  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMUNITY.   THESE 
BUDGETS  WILL  BECOME  MORE  IMPORTANT  AS  WE  CONTINUE  TO 
PLACE  MORE  CONTROL  IN  THE  LOCAL  SCHOOLS. 

THE  THIRD  CHANGE  IS  THE  POLITICAL  COURAGE  SHOWN  BY  THE 
BOARD.  LAST  SPRING  THE  BOARD  AND  SUPERINTENDENT  CUT  STAFF 
BY  883  POSITION'S  AND  CLOSED  NINE  SCHOOLS.  AS  OF  THE  END  OF 
OCTOBER,  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  HAD  1,087  FEWER  EMPLOYEES.  IN 
DECEMBER,  WE  VOTED  TO  TURNOVER  10  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS  TO  THE 
MAYOR. 

2. 
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SINCE  THE  ARRIVAL  OF  SUPERINTENDENT  FRANKLIN  SMITH  IN 
JULY.  1991.  THIS  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  HAS  MADE  SIGNIFICANT 
PROGRESS  IN  STREAMLINING  ITS  OPERATION.    IN  RECENT  YEARS,  THE 
BOARD  HAS  REDUCED  1.  402  FULL-TIME  POSITIONS  FROM  ITS  BUDGETS. 
PRIOR  TO  DR.  SMITH'S  ARRIVAL,  THE  BOARD  MANDATED  DOWNSIZING 
BUT  THE  PREVIOUS  SUPERINTENDENT  ACTUALLY  UP-SIZED.    IN  OUR 
EFFORT  TO  "RIGHT-SIZE",  WE  ASKED  THE  CONSULTING  FIRM,  TOWERS, 
PERRIN,  TO  CONDUCT  A  MANAGEMENT  STUDY  OF  DCPS.   AFTER  A 
SEVEN-MONTH  ANALYSIS,  TOWERS,  PERRIN  CONCLUDED  THAT  DCPS 
STAFFING  BE  INCREASED  BY  A  NET  OF  203  POSITIONS  OVER  A  FIVE- 
YEAR  PERIOD. 

A  RECENTLY  RELEASED  INDEPENDENT  AUDIT  CONDUCTED  BY 
COOPERS  AND  LYBRAND  AND  BERT  SMITH  AND  COMPANY  INDICATED 
THAT  ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS  FOR  DCPS  ARE  THE  LOWEST  SINCE 
1987.  .  .  AT  THE  SAME  TIME  EXPENDITURES  FOR  INSTRUCTION  HAVE 
INCREASED. 

YOU  ARE  ALREADY  AWARE  THAT  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  HAS  LIVED 
WITHIN  ITS  BUDGET  MARK  FOR  THE  LAST  THIRTEEN  YEARS,  DESPITE 
THE  RESCISSION  OF  TENS  OF  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  TO  ITS  BUDGET. 
AND  ALTHOUGH  NOT  LEGALLY  REQUIRED,  THE  DCPS  HAS  HAD  ITS 
BOOKS  OF  ACCOUNT,  FINANCIAL  RECORDS,  AND  TRANSACTIONS  OF 
ALL  OF  ITS  FUNDS  AUDITED  ANNUALLY  OVER  THE  PAST  FOURTEEN 
YEARS  BY  INDEPENDENT  CERTIFIED  PUBLIC  ACCOUNTANTS.   FOR 
EACH  OF  THESE  YEARS  THE  ACCOUNTANTS  HAVE  ISSUED 
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UNQUALIFIED  OPINIONS  OF  THE  DCPS"  FINANCIAL  STATEMENTS  .  .  .IN 
OTHER  WORDS,  A  CLEAN  BILL  OF  FISCAL  HEALTH. 

TO  CREATE  GREATER  EFFICIENCIES,  DCPS  HAS  EXPANDED  AND 
IMPROVED  ITS  USE  OF  TECHNOLOGY.  THE  SCHOOL  SYSTEM 
CURRENTLY  OPERATES  AN  AUTOMATED  INTERNAL  ACCOUNTING 
SYSTEM  FOR  TRACKING  THE  FINANCIAL  ACTIVITIES  OF  ITS  SCHOOLS 
AND  CENTRAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICES.  BOARD  OVERSIGHT  HAS 
BEEN  STRENGTHENED  RECENTLY  AS  THE  RESULT  OF  A  NEW  SYSTEM 
PROVIDING  INDIVIDUAL  BOARD  MEMBERS  DIRECT  ACCESS  TO 
PERSONNEL  AND  BUDGET  INFORMATION. 

THE  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION'S  ORIGINAL  FY  1995  BUDGET 
REQUEST  IN  THE  AMOUNT  OF  $559,000,000  WAS  REDUCED  TO 
$542,000,000  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  AND  MAYOR.  THIS  IS  NOT  ENOUGH 
FUNDING  TO  FULLY  IMPLEMENT  IMPORTANT  PROGRAMS,  HOWEVER 
I  AM  AWARE  OF  THE  FISCAL  CRISIS  OUR  CITY  FACES.  YOU  SHOULD 
KNOW  THAT,   WE  CONTINUE  TO  STREAMLINE  CENTRAL  OFFICE  AND 
PUT  THE  RESOURCES  WHERE  THEY  BELONG  -  IN  THE  LOCAL  SCHOOLS  - 
THIS  BUDGET  REFLECTS  A  NET  REDUCTION  OF  204  CENTRAL  OFFICE 
AND  SUPPORT  STAFF. 

IN  CONCLUSION,  I  WANT  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  THIS 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  SPEAK  THE  D.C.  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  SYSTEM  IS  MOVING 
TOWARD  REFORM  AND  AS  WE  ALL  KNOW,  THERE  ARE  NO  QUICK  FIXES. 
I  ASK  YOU  TO  MAKE  AN  INVESTMENT  IN  OUR  CHILDREN  AND  APPROVE 
THIS  BUDGET  REQUEST. 

4 
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Remarks  of  Budget  and  Resource  Chairperson 

Ms.  Shook.  Good  afternoon,  Congressman  Dixon  and  Congress- 
man Walsh.  Thank  you  so  much  for  the  opportunity  to  speak. 

This  is,  I  think,  the  fourth  year  I  have  come  before  you.  As  you 
know,  for  14  years  now  the  school  system  has  lived  within  its  budg- 
et mark  despite  the  fact  that  prior  to  this  year  we  have  had  tens 
of  millions  of  dollars  rescinded  from  our  budget.  Not  every  city 
agency  does  that,  so  we  are  proud  of  that. 

INTERAGENCY  COUNCIL  ON  EDUCATION 

I  really  want  to  describe  three  very  dramatic  changes  this  past 
year  that  I  want  to  bring  you  up  to  date  on.  One  was  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Mayor's  Interagency  Council  on  Education.  I  cochair 
the  Finance  Subcommittee  of  that.  Almost  monthly  we  have  mem- 
bers from  the  Board  of  Education,  the  Superintendent's  Office,  the 
Mayor's  Budget  Office,  the  City  Council,  the  community  and  Par- 
ents United,  all  budget  analysts,  meeting  together  to  go  over  the 
school  system's  payroll  figures  and  personnel  numbers,  because,  as 
you  know,  in  the  past,  we  have  had  a  lot  of  problems  concerning 
the  credibility  of  our  numbers.  That  is  not  necessarily  the  case  any- 
more because  there  is  open  communication  and  open  dialogue. 

One  of  the  main  missions  of  this  Interagency  Group  on  Finance 
is  to  determine  a  funding  formula  for  the  school  system.  This  fund- 
ing fluctuates  every  year,  as  you  well  know. 

FISCAL  ACCOUNTABILITY 

Secondly,  I  want  to  talk  about  fiscal  accountability.  I  listened 
very  carefully  to  what  you  were  asking  last  week  of  the  Mayor  and 
the  Council  Chair.  I  am  not  sure  that  you  have  seen  our  new  budg- 
et format  this  year,  but  it  is  the  best  budget  format  of  any  agency 
in  the  City,  of  any  school  system  in  the  metropolitan  area,  and 
probably  of  any  municipality  in  the  metropolitan  area.  In  it  we 
have  included  a  program  budget,  a  summary  budget,  and  for  every 
program  within  the  school  system,  a  list  of  the  number  of  employ- 
ees in  it,  what  its  budget  was  for  1993,  1994  and  what  we  are  ask- 
ing for  in  1995.  We  even  break  these  figures  down  further  on  the 
basis  of  salaries,  health  benefits,  travel,  and  equipment.  It  is  a  very 
easy  to  read,  understandable  and  thorough  budget. 

In  fact,  we  gave  a  presentation  to  the  Mayor  and  City  Council 
and  urged  them  to  develop  the  same  kind  of  budget  format.  I  think 
that  the  Superintendent  really  needs  to  be  applauded  for  going  out 
there,  finding  the  software  and  putting  the  numbers  in. 

SCHOOL  BY  SCHOOL  BUDGETS 

For  the  first  time,  and  this  is  my  third  point,  we  developed 
school-by-school  budgets.  So  when  Ms.  Corley  says  we  need  to 
know  the  resources  that  are  going  into  all  164  schools  city-wide,  we 
have  the  budgets  in  place  in  determining  their  information. 

We  have  a  little  more  to  do  in  terms  of  improving  that  budget 
format,  and  I  hope  that  eventually  we  will  be  able  to  include  the 
amount  of  money  that  comes  in  beyond  the  appropriated  dollars 
and  nonappropriated  dollars,  whether  from  PTA's  or  partnerships. 


994 

I  want  to  close  by  sa3dng  that  since  Superintendent  Smith  has 
been  here,  we  have  done  a  lot  to  streamline  the  school  system.  He 
has  also  been  very  effective  in  terms  of  bringing  greater  partner- 
ships in,  like  the  National  (Geographic  Society,  COMSAT,  and  the 
Challenger  Center.  That  is  what  we  need  to  do  more  of.  We  can't 
rely  just  on  appropriated  dollars  to  make  ends  meet. 

I  hope  that  through  the  interagency  group  we  can  also  have 
greater  collaboration  with  the  departments  of  public  health  and 
mental  health  and  many  other  agencies  that  serve  our  children,  so 
we  can  better  meet  the  needs  of  our  students. 

COST  PER  PUPIL/GAO  COMPILATION 

Your  point  about  the  cost  per  pupil  is  news  to  me.  I  have  not 
seen  any  information  from  the  General  Accounting  Office.  We  have 
done  studies  in  the  past  and  looked  at  other  studies.  We  were 
clearly  not  in  the  top  three  or  four  in  terms  of  cost  per  pupil  in 
urban  areas. 

I  am  interested  to  know  if  the  dollars  that  were  considered  for 
that  study  included  pension  money  and  funds  that  aren't  really 
available  for  students  in  the  classroom.  I  would  like  to  get  more  in- 
formation, maybe  not  for  the  discussion  today. 

Mr.  Keightley.  The  data  are  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Edu- 
cation; that  is  where  the  figures  come  from. 

Ms.  Shook.  Those  are  new  numbers  for  me,  because  we  have 
never  been  at  the  top  of  the  list  before. 

Mr.  Dixon.  He  is  saying  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  didn't 
just  include  certain  costs  for  D.C.  and  not  for  the  others;  everybody 
is  on  a  comparable  basis. 

[Clerk's  note. — The  U.S.  Department  of  Education  data  as  re- 
ported by  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  follows:] 
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Appendix  I 

The  District  orColombU't  FliuAclftl  Statu 


GAD   District  Per  Pupil  Expenditures 


•  Largest  40  schools  by 
enrollment 

•D.C.  highest  cost  at  $7,383 
•Lowest  cost — Granite,  Utah 
at  $2,586 

•  Six  smaller  school  districts 
have  higher  costs 
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Appendix  I 

The  District  oC  CohunbU'a  PinancUl  SUtos 


District  Per  Pupil 
Expenditures 


Table  1.7:  Enrollment  and  Per  Pupil 
Expenditures  for  the  40  Largest  Putillc 
School  Districts 


Data  from  the  1993  Digest  of  Education  Statistics  (which  we  did  not 
independently  verifr)  containing  data  for  1990  and  1991,  the  latest 
available  information,  show  that  of  the  nation's  40  largest  public  school 
districts,  the  District  of  Columbia  had  the  highest  per  pupil 
expenditure— $7,383.  These  data  are  compUed  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Education  and  are  to  include  nearly  all  costs  of  education.  Most  state 
education  expenditures  are  allocated  to  local  school  districts;  however, 
some  state  education  admirustrative  costs  are  not  included.  This  may 
slightly  understate  the  per  pupil  expenditures  of  all  school  districts  other 
than  the  District  of  Columbia.  Table  1.7  shows  this  information. 


Name  of  school  district 


D.C.  public  schools 


New  York  City.  NY 


Montgomefy  County.  MP 


Fairfax  County.  VA 


Milwaukee.  Wl 


Cleveland  City.  OH 


Los  Angeles  Unified.  CA 


Dade  County.  FL 


Palm  Beach  County.  FL 


Philadelphia  City.  PA 


Baltimore  County.  MP 


Bfoward  County.  FL 

San  Diego  City  Unified.  CA 
Prince  Georges  County.  MP 
Dekalb  County.  GA 


Orange  County,  FL 


Hawaii  Department  of  Education 

Hillsborough  County.  FL 

City  of  Chicago  Schools.  IL 


Pinellas  County.  FL 
Detroit  City.  Ml 


Charlotte-Mecklenburg  County.  NC 
Baltimore  City.  MP 


Long  Beach  Unified.  CA 
Fresno  Unified,  CA 
Duval  County,  FL 


Rank 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


Expenditure 

per  pupil 

(1990-1991) 


$7,383 


7,380 


6,778 


6,604 


6,603 


6,593 


5,832 


5,788 


5,763 


5,756 


5,451 


5,440 


5,363 


5,359 


5.093 


5,061 


5,054 


5,002 


4,898 


4,852 


4.722 


4,694 


4,665 


4,641 


4.594 


4,509 


Enrollment 
(Fall  1991) 


80,618 


962,269 
107.399 


131,230 


93,381 
71,640 


636.964 


304,554 


110,599 
195,735 


89.964 
170.032 


123,591 

111,652 

76,587 

106,619 


174,747 


127,439 


409,731 

96.333 

""169.320 

77.746 


110,325 
74,048 
74,693 

115,940 


(continued) 
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Appendix  1 

The  DiMrlet  of  CohunbU'a  PlnaucUl  Sutu 


Name  of  school  district 


Rank 


Expenditure 

per  pupil 

(1990-1991) 


Enrollment 
(Fall  1991) 


Jefferson  County.  CO 

27 

4,433 

79,244 

Albuquerque.  Nl^^ 

28 

4,356 

90,155 

Orleans  Parisfi  Sctiools, 

UV 

30 

4,228 

83,847 

Clark  County,  NV 

31 

4,104 

129,233 

Dallas  ISD.  TX 

32 

4,083 

137,746 

Cobb  County.  GA 

33 

4,046 

71,942 

Virginia  Beacfi  City.  VA 

34 

4,003 

71.683 

Gwinnett  County.  GA 

35 

3,971 

68.874 

Fort  Worth  ISD,  TX 

36 

3,831 

71,224 

Nashville-Davidson  County,  TN 

37 

3,813 

69.103 

Houston  ISD,  TX 

38 

3,667 

196,689 

Mennphis  City,  TN 

39 

3,400 

105,005 

Granite,  UT 

40 

2,586 

80,330 

Source  1993  Digest  of  Education  Statistics 

Data  on  school  districts  of  greater  than  20,(XX)  students  show  that  six 
school  districts  have  higher  per  pupil  expenditures  than  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Table  1.8  shows  statistics  for  these  six  school  districts  and  the 
District  of  Columbia. 


Table  1.8:  Highest  Expenditure  Per 
Pupil  for  School  Districts  With  More 
Than  20,000  StudenU 


Name  of  school  district 

Expenditure 
per  pupil 
(1990-91) 

Enrollment 
(Fall  1991) 

Rochester  City,  NY 

$8,866 

33.792 

Newark  City,  t>4J 

8,400 

48.374 

Hartford  Public  Schools,  CT 

8.013 

25.716 

Pittsburgh,  PA 

7,931 

40,384 

Kansas  City,  MO 

7,838 

35,227 

Boston,  MA 

7,791 

60,992 

D.C.  public  schools 

7,383 

80,618 

Source  1993  Digest  of  Education  Slatisucs. 

Table  1.9  shows  information  on  enrollment  and  per  student  expenditures 
for  selected  school  districts  in  the  Washington  and  Baltimore  area  and 
Richmond,  Virginia. 
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Appendix  I 

The  District  of  CohimbU'a  FlnaocUl  Status 


Table  1.9:  Enrollment  and  Student 
Costs  for  Selected  School  Districts 


Name  of  sctiool  district 

Expenditure 
per  pupil 
(1990-91) 

Enrollment 
(Fall  1991) 

Fairfax  County,  VA 

$6,604 

131.230 

Prince  Georges  County.  MD 

5,359 

111.652 

Baltimore  City,  MD 

4,665 

110,325 

Montgomery  County,  MD 

6.778 

107,399 

Baltimore  County,  MD 

5,451 

89.964 

D.C.  put>llc  schools 

7.383 

80.618 

Prince  William  County.  VA 

5.248 

42,712 

Howard  County,  MD 

6.208 

31,599 

Richmond  City.  VA 

6,571 

27,611 

Source:  1993  Digest  of  Education  Statistics. 
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38  PERCENT  OF  TEACHERS  AT  TOP  OF  SALARY  SCALE 

Ms.  Moody.  One  of  the  other  factors  that  increases  our  costs,  is 
that  most  of  our  schoolteachers  have  been  in  the  system  for  years 
and  are  at  the  top  of  the  salary  scale. 

Ms.  Shook.  Thirty-eight  percent  of  the  teachers  have  been  in  the 
classroom  for  20  years  or  more. 

AUTONOMOUS  SCHOOLS 

Ms.  Shook.  I  would  like  the  Superintendent  to  talk  about  the  au- 
tonomous schools.  We  are  moving  to  greater  control  at  the  local 
level  and  we  are  putting  more  technology  in  the  principal's  office 
so  he  or  she  can  order  on-line  equipment  and  things  like  that. 

REPEAL  OF  LANGUAGE  EARMARKING  FUNDS  FOR  SCHOOLS 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Let  me  ask  you — Mr.  Walsh,  I  will  only  take  another 
minute  or  so. 

You  keep  alluding  to — ^was  there  some  understanding  with  the 
District  in  FY  1991,  that  if  they  got  a  supplemental  Federal  pay- 
ment appropriation,  that  part  of  it  would 

Ms.  Shook.  Yes,  it  was  written  into  law,  that  $36  million  was 
to  go  to  the  school  system. 

Ms.  Moody.  It  was  $36  million. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  The  Council  repealed  the  language? 

Ms.  Moody.  The  Mayor  got  the  Council  to  repeal  this  provision. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Did  you  come  up  and  beat  up  on  me  at  the  time? 

Ms.  Shook.  No,  we  didn't  beat  up  on  you. 

Dr.  Smith.  We  weren't  allowed  to  testify. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  was  the  FY  1991  budget? 

Ms.  Shook.  It  was  the  summer  of  1991. 

Ms.  Shook.  Congressman  Dellums  would  not  allow  us  to  testify. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  the  authorizing  committee,  not  the  Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Ms.  Shook.  It  was  not  this  committee.  It  was  Congressman  Del- 
lums'. We  were  not  allowed  to  speak. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  that  is  a  "Home  Rule"  issue;  right? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr  Miconi  just  refreshed  my  memory  about  it. 

You  never  got  anything? 

Ms.  Landberg.  The  District  did  get  the  increase  in  the  formula 
funding.  That  did  happen,  but  we  didn't  get  the  piece  of  it  that  we 
thought  we  were  going  to. 

Cost  Per  Pupil/Remarks  of  Erika  Landberg 

Ms.  Landberg.  I  just  want  to  comment,  to  dovetail  on  what 
Karen  was  saying;  I  would  like  to  see  those  per  pupil  expenditure 
figures,  too.  In  1992  there  was  a  comparison  of  the  Metropolitan 
Area  School  Boards,  and  on  that  one  only  Prince  George's  County 
spent  less  per  student  than  we  do.  The  Council  of  Great  City 
Schools  put  out  a  list  of  the  top  47  cities  that  year,  and  we  were 
number  10.  So  this  showed  us  that  we  are  near  the  top. 
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SUPERIhPTENDENT'S  REFORM  DOCUMENT 

I  don't  think  that  we  should  come  before  you  sounding  either  hke 
everything  is  fine.  We  know  it  is  not  and  that  we  have  far  to  go. 
All  I  would  like  to  state  today  as  the  Chair  of  the  Committee  on 
Educational  Reform,  is  that  I  have  never  felt  as  full  of  hope  as  I 
do  now.  The  reform  document  that  Dr.  Smith  submitted,  and  we 
have  passed,  really  tsikes  on  both  education  and  operations. 

The  "educating  children"  piece  has  to  do  with  curriculum  re- 
newal. What  we  are  going  to  be  looking  at  now  is  performance- 
based  education. 

"gateways"  for  grade  ADVANCEME^^^/STANDARDS 

In  some  parts  of  the  country,  there  have  been  problems  with 
these  words.  But  we  are  going  to  look  at  "gateways,"  so  we  don't 
end  up  with  high  school  seniors  who  are  reading  at  the  fourth 
grade  level.  We  have  to  have  gateways  at  grades  3,  8,  9  and  10  and 
be  strict  about  them.  That  is  the  second  piece,  educational  change. 
It  is  the  Office  of  Educational  Accountability  that  is  going  to  deal 
with  standards. 

Mr.  Dkon.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  term  you  used.  You  said 
"gateway"? 

Ms.  Landberg.  We  really  have  testing  "gateways."  When  we 
don't  pass  students  on  who  aren't  reading,  our  standards  are  based 
on  the  performance  of  the  students  involved. 

Dr.  Smith.  We  have  certain  expectations  for  students  in  grade  3, 
we  expect  for  students  to  have  met  those  or  they  will  not  move  on 
to  the  next  grade. 

Mr.  Dkon.  You  say  you  have  implemented  that? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  have  implemented  that. 

Ms.  Landberg.  That  is  the  educational  piece  that  we  are  em- 
barking on  following  intensive  staff  development.  If  I  understand 
Dr.  Smith  correctly,  we  are  going  to  be  doing  staff  development 
throughout  the  whole  system  beginning  this  summer  and  through- 
out the  next  three  to  five  years. 

Mr.  Dkon.  She  has  been  big  on  that,  hasn't  she? 

Dr.  Smith.  Oh,  yes. 

Ms.  Landberg.  Historically  we  have  looked  at  inputs;  we  look  at 
schools  and  see  we  have  so  many  teachers,  so  many  classrooms,  so 
many  library  books  and  so  many  counselors.  It  has  been  all  about 
inputs.  However,  we  must  have  good  standards  that  look  at  out- 
comes. If  we  have  students  at  the  other  end  who  are  not  reading 
or  not  computing,  then  we  don't  care  how  many  library  books  we 
have  or  how  many  counselors.  It  doesn't  make  a  whit  of  difference. 
Historically,  education  has  looked  at  inputs  and  then  hoped  for  de- 
sired outcomes. 

What  kind  of  12th  grader  do  we  want  to  have,  what  do  they  need 
to  know,  how  do  we  make  it  happen?  Addressing  these  questions 
requires  a  real  shift  of  paradigm,  a  shift  of  some  thinking  reform. 

As  chair  of  the  educational  committee,  I  do  a  lot  of  research.  I 
came  back  from  the  school  board  convention  knowing  that  we  are 
really,  as  a  system,  right  there  on  the  cutting  edge  in  what  we  are 
talking  about.  This  is  not  strange  stuff,  it  is  what  the  best  edu- 
cational thinkers  are  sa3dng. 
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Ms.  Moody.  To  add  to  her  point,  we  will  be  testing  our  first 
group  of  third  graders  this  year. 
Mr.  DrxON.  Go  ahead. 

LOCAL  SCHOOL  AUTONOMY 

Ms.  Landberg.  The  same  reform  effort  looks  at  operations  £ind 
requires  another  complete  paradigm  shift.  Instead  of  having  direc- 
tions come  from  above,  we  are  moving  to  local  school  autonomy. 
Frankly,  it  is,  scary.  However,  I  think  most  of  us  feel  like  that  is 
where  the  action  is,  that  is  where  the  children  are,  and  that  is 
where  the  primary  decision-making  should  take  place.  This  ap- 
proach is  going  to  be  part  of  the  staff  development,  too,  because  for 
a  long  time,  across  the  country,  and  certainly  in  our  school  system, 
people  have  followed  dictates  from  above  and  have  not  had  a  real 
sense  of  ownership  and  responsibility  for  what  happened  at  the 
local  school  level. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  you  are  saying  that  the  on-site  principal  will  be 
making  a  lot  of  the  decisions? 

Ms.  Landberg.  The  principal,  along  with  a  restructuring  team 
will  engage  in  shared  decision-making.  The  restructuring  team 
started  two  years  ago,  and  some  are  working  well  and  some  are 
not. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  What  is  a  restructuring  team? 

Ms.  Landberg.  T3^ically,  it  consists  of  four  teachers,  elected  by 
the  faculty,  and  four  parents. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  This  is  community-based. 

Ms.  Landberg.  More  specifically,  it  includes  four  teachers,  four 
parents,  a  union  rep,  a  support  person,  and  a  community  person, 
and  the  secondary  schools,  by  and  large,  are  including  students 
also.  So  it  includes  all  the  stakeholders  of  a  school  community. 
And,  of  course,  the  dream  is  shared  decision-making,  with  the  prin- 
cipal involved,  of  course,  since  the  buck  stops  at  the  principal.  So, 
in  terms  of  governance,  we  are  in  the  process  of  changing.  And  the 
other  piece  of  what  I  look  at  in  governance,  although  it  does  affect 
education,  is  partnerships.  And  we  understand  that  there  is  not 
sufficient  public  money  across  this  country  to  do  what  we  need  to 
do  in  public  education.  So,  while  we  are  going  to  keep  begging  and 
screaming  and  hollering  for  more  public  money,  we  are  also  going 
to  do  our  part  to  increase  partnerships. 

public/private  partnerships 

We  are  even  looking  at  some  partnerships  to  possibly  help  us 
modernize  buildings.  We  don't  have  any,  but  I  am  just  saying  we 
are  trying  to  look  at  different  kinds  of  partnerships  with  agencies, 
with  nonprofits  and  with  profits,  to  get  the  whole  community  in- 
volved. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  private  sector. 

Ms.  Landberg.  It  seems  to  me  we  often  say  it  takes  a  whole 
community  to  educate  a  child.  Therefore  I  think  of  ways  that  com- 
munities can  really  become  involved,  not  just  as  volunteers  in  the 
classroom,  but  in  other  substantive  ways.  We  have  got  to  tap  that. 
That  is  the  same  reform. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  Mr.  Silberman,  I  am  going  to  get  to  you  in  just 
a  second. 
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PRIVATE  MANAGEMENT  OF  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

Dr.  Smith,  as  I  recall,  you  suggested  or  advocated  some  outside 
tutorial  help,  and  it  appears  that  it  was  not  the  way  the  board 
wanted  to  go. 

Dr.  Smith.  Well,  I  think  that  there  is  some  concern.  The  board, 
I  think,  is  certainly  interested  in  improving  the  overall  quality  of 
education.  But,  as  you  note,  they  represent  the  constituency 
groups,  and  some  people  in  the  community  are  not  as  much  in 
favor  of  the  private  management  piece  as  I  am. 

It  is  not  that  we  are  giving  up  on  our  employees,  but  a  new 
structure  will  bring  resources  to  the  District  of  Columbia  schools, 
financial  resources,  and  additional  human  resources,  as  well  as 
new  management  strategies  for  getting  things  accomplished. 

What  I  was  hoping  to  do  was  to  start  with  private  management 
in  a  smaller  segment,  whether  it  is  teaching  reading,  or  helping  us 
to  manage  our  overall  instructional  program.  As  we  create  these 
enterprise  autonomous  schools,  there  is  a  lot  that  we  can  learn 
from  a  company  that  is  already  in  business  that  knows  how  to 
manage,  how  to  get  the  funds  to  the  school  and  to  the  classrooms. 
Other  schools  can  learn  from  that. 

I  understand  some  of  the  resistance  that  we  confronted,  but  it  is 
not  a  bad  approach,  in  my  opinion.  Certainly  as  I  talk  to  people  in 
the  community,  it  is  one  that  has  more  support  than  what  the 
media  would  lead  you  to  believe. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  not  trjdng  to  provoke  any  controversy,  but  I  am 
not  clear  what  you  proposed.  Specifically,  what  did  you  propose? 

Dr.  Smith.  What  I  proposed  was  that  we  would  hire  a  private 
management  firm  to  come  in  and  actually  manage  10  to  15  of  our 
schools.  This  proposal  got  labeled  "privatization",  but  privatization 
tends  to  lead  people  to  believe  that  you  are  talking  about  making 
private  schools  out  of  the  public  schools;  that  was  not  the  case. 

justification  for  private  management  of  schools 

Mr.  Dixon.  Let  me  limit  it  just  to  that  issue  and  ask  you  for  your 
best  opinion.  What  is  it  that  a  management  firm  could  do? 

What  talents  could  they  bring  that  you  should  already  have  de- 
veloped among  your  own  administrators? 

I  am  not  saying  that  they  are  there.  What  is  it? 

Dr.  Smith.  I  think  you  hit  the  nail  right  on  the  head;  that  you 
said  that  we  should  have  already  developed  management  skills, 
and  we  have  not  developed  them.  The  quickest  way  of  getting  there 
is  through  people  who  already  are  managing  and  using  effective 
strategies  that  others  can  imitate,  to  see  what  they  have  done  and 
educate  school  personnel  to  do  the  same. 

The  second  reason,  and  probably  one  of  the  most  critical  ones, 
stems  from  the  fact  that,  due  to  the  financial  condition  that  we  are 
in  and  the  deficits  that  we  have  in  our  school  system,  we  never 
have  enough  money  to  serve  students  in  a  preventive  way.  We  are 
always  reacting  to  everything.  We  establish  remedial  programs  be- 
cause students  can't  read,  and  we  don't  have  enough  money  both 
to  serve  them  up  front  and  then  to  also  serve  those  that  are  in 
need  of  remediation. 
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Our  buildings  are  hazardous  because  we  didn't  do  preventive 
kinds  of  maintenance.  The  private  firms  that  we  were  talking 
about  are  able  to  come  in  to  the  community  or  to  the  schools  and 
invest  money.  To  use  the  Baltimore  example,  they  invested  any- 
where fi*om  $800,000  to  $1  million  up  fi'ont  in  those  schools.  Over 
the  five-year  period  of  a  contract,  they  will  amortize  the  bill  and 
get  their  money  back.  They  are  betting  on  the  proposition  that  if 
you  serve  students  in  a  preventive  way,  it  is  going  to  cost  less  down 
the  road  to  educate  them. 

They  claim  that  if  we  keep  paying  them  the  average  per-pupil 
cost  that  we  are  spending  for  every  other  student  in  our  school  sys- 
tem, they  will  be  able  to  make  some  money.  If  they  implement  pre- 
ventive measures,  education  won't  require  the  average  dollars  we 
are  spending  because  we  haven't  made  the  preventive  efforts. 

Third,  I  contend  when  you  look  at  the  needs  of  our  youngsters 
in  this  community,  and  as  we  continue  to  be  centralized  and  fail 
to  get  money  where  it  needs  to  be,  in  the  classroom,  we  are  going 
to  show  that  we  need  more  money.  That  is  what  private  industry 
has  done.  They  have  gotten  money  to  the  classroom  &nd  shown 
that  it  can  be  done.  But  you  can't  do  it  with  a  set  amount  of  money 
being  expended  the  way  that  you  are  currently  spending  it  and 
being  managed  the  way  that  it  presently  is.  A  private  firm  would 
have  helped  me  to  get  some  sound  management  principles  in  place 
so  that  I  am  not  the  only  one  out  there. 

FUNDS  FOR  PRIVATE  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Dixon.  Where  would  you  have  gotten  the  money  to  hire  a 
private  firm? 

Dr.  Smith.  That  is  a  good  question  also,  because  a  lot  of  people 
believe  that  this  requires  additional  money.  It  does  not. 

What  a  private  management  firm  would  require  is  the  money 
that  we  are  spending  right  now  to  educate  the  students  in  a  given 
school  minus  certain  overhead  costs. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  all  of  that  is 

Dr.  Smith.  We  negotiate  what  portion  comes  out  of  our  per  pupil 
expenditure  and  the  services  that  we  will  continue  to  provide  them. 
They  get  the  rest  of  it.  With  that  money  they  manage  certain 
schools.  We  still  pay  the  salaries,  but  they  are  deducted  from  the 
amount  of  money  that  we  would  pay  to  them.  And  what  they  con- 
tend, in  the  final  analysis,  is  that  they  can  provide  a  better  service, 
and  at  the  same  time,  make  a  marginal  profit  over  a  period  of  time. 
What  they  are  betting  on  over  time  are  numbers. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  you  would  be  hiring  managers,  not  classroom  in- 
structors? 

Dr.  Smith.  Yes.  They  work  with  the  same  classroom  instruc- 
tors  

Mr.  Dixon.  Aren't  they  saying  that  they  can  manage  your  people 
better  than  you  can? 

Dr.  Smith.  In  essence,  that  is  exactly  what  they  are  saying,  you 
are  exactly  right.  When  you  look  at  some  of  the  situations  we  are 
dealing  with,  I  don't  doubt  that  they  can  do  a  better  job,  because 
they  have  the  wherewithal  to  sustain  and  support  themselves. 
They  don't  have  to  depend  on  the  system  to  provide  an)rthing  to 
them.  And  as  we  move  to  these  enterprise  schools  that  I  am  talking 
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about,  that  is  exactly  what  I  am  saying  to  them,  **You  can  manage 
your  individual  school  better  than  I  can  manage  165  schools  for 
you. 

Now,  somebody  still  has  to  set  the  overall  guidelines  and  frame- 
work for  what  our  schools  do.  There  are  some  schools  I  want  to 
give  autonomous  status  to,  that  won't  be  able  to  manage  without 
some  support  and  help  from  someone  else.  And  once  we  get  that, 
we  can  convert  them  to  where  they  can. 

EXPERIENCE  AT  PRIVATELY  MANAGED  SCHOOLS 

Mr.  DrxoN.  Are  there  places  where  this  has  been  used  and  by 
whatever  standard  or  criteria  the  school  has  improved? 

Dr.  Smith.  Oh,  yes.  In  Baltimore — one  company.  Educational  Al- 
ternatives, Inc.  (EAI)  has  made  a  positive  change  in  the  Baltimore 
school  system.  Everyone  says  "Show  me  where  student  scores  have 
improved." 

Still,  they  have  only  been  there  a  year  and  a  half.  Scores  might 
show  some  improvement  this  year,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  pre- 
requisites for  getting  student  improvement  have  been  put  in  place. 

NEW  TECHNOLOGY  WITH  PRIVATE  MANAGERS 

They  have  improved  the  facilities  so  the  learning  environment  is 
appropriate.  They  provided  staff  development  to  the  teachers.  The 
teachers  get  the  supplies  they  need,  and  the  materials  for  their 
classrooms,  within  a  very  short  period  of  time. 

They  are  involved  in  a  consensus  participatory  management 
process  about  how  they  do  business  in  that  particular  school.  They 
put  technology  into  each  classroom.  They  have  gotten  telephones  in 
each  classroom  so  that  teachers  can  stay  in  contact  with  parents. 

They  have  a  management  computerized  system  that  ensures  any 
time  a  parent  wants  to  come  to  school  to  find  out  what  his  or  her 
child  is  doing,  he  or  she  needs  not  wait  until  the  nine-week  grade 
period  to  get  the  report  card.  Rather,  EAI  has  a  print  out.  They  go 
to  the  computer  and  can  tell  you  exactly  the  performance  of  a  child. 

Staff  development  has  increased  to  the  point  that  they  are  spend- 
ing I  think  it  is  four  or  five  times  as  much  as  what  the  system  was 
spending  to  train  the  teachers.  And  all  I  am  saying  is  that  this  is 
already  in  place,  already  up  and  operating,  so  we  can  learn  from 
it.  And  with  the  10  or  15  schools  run  by  EAI,  I  can  learn  how  to 
more  effectively  operate  the  other  150  schools. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Where  would  you  get  the  money? 

NO  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING  FOR  MANAGEMENT  FIRM 

Dr.  Smith.  It  is  no  extra  money,  that  is  what  I  am  saying  to  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  No,  you — ^in  other  words,  you  have  a  budget  now,  and 
you  are  talking  about  adding  a  management  firm  to  the  existing 
budget;  aren't  you? 

Aren't  you  going  to  have  to  cut  something  so  you  can  fund  a 
management  firm? 

Dr.  Smith.  That  is  it.  They  are  not  asking  me  to  spend  one  dime 
more  just  to  give  to  them  what  we  are  already  spending  in  those 
schools.  They  get  their  profit. 
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Ms.  Moody.  Let  me  give  you  an  example.  Dr.  Smith  is  getting 
tired.  For  example,  let's  take  the  Ballou  Senior  High  School.  It  has 
appproximately  1,400  students  in  it.  A  set  amount  dollars  per  stu- 
dent is  allowed  to  that  school  building. 

The  local  school  at  this  point  has  the  authority  to  determine 
where  that  money  is  spent.  All  the  management  company  is  sajdng 
is  put  the  money  that  you  are  giving  directly  to  the  school  under 
our  management  control,  85  percent  of  that  money  is  for  staff  any- 
way. 

Mr.  Dixon,  So  the  principal  and  the  teachers  there  would  be  ac- 
countable to  the  management  firm? 

Dr.  Smith.  No,  they  are  accountable  to  the  principal,  but  the 
principal  works  directly  with  that  management  firm. 

Ms.  Moody.  They  also  work  with  the  restructuring  team. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  it  is  predicated  on  a  lack  of  knowledge,  technique, 
technology  that  the  on-site  principal  does  not  have? 

Dr.  Smith.  That  is  true. 

Ms.  Shook.  If  you  looked  at  EAI,  and  many  of  us  have  in  Balti- 
more, there  are  nine  schools.  They  installed  1,100  new  computers 
and  rewired  every  classroom  so  that  the  computers  could  be  in- 
stalled. 

You  see  our  budget  woes.  We  have  to  absorb  health  benefits;  we 
have  to  absorb  step  increases;  we  have  $30  million  in  a  capital 
budget  for  18  months  to  cover  a  half  a  billion  dollars'  worth  of  re- 
pairs to  school  buildings.  A  private  firm  could  come  in  and  just  get 
this  done  for  the  next  school  year.  We  can't  even  begin  to  do  that, 
you  know. 

Dr.  Smith  always  talks  about  piercing  the  bureaucracy  with  pri- 
vate management.  Maybe  EAI  was  or  was  not  the  right  choice,  but 
I  think  as  elected  officials  we  have  to  weigh  all  of  the  options  and 
break  out  of  the  box  of  the  old  way  of  thinking. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay. 

Congressman  Walsh — ^Academic  Progress 

Mr.  Walsh.  Could  I  ask  a  few  questions? 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Sure. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  have  been  holding  my  peace  here  for  a  long,  long 
time.  You  have  a  million  questions,  and  they  are  good  ones,  and 
there  is  so  much  to  learn  about  this  whole  process  that  every  time 
you  ask  one,  it  makes  me  think  of  another  one.  What  the  Chairman 
started  out  asking  is  really  important,  and  it  is  basically  your  re- 
port card;  what  are  the  test  scores,  what  is  the  truancy  rate,  what 
is  the  safety  situation  in  the  schools? 

TEST  SCORES 

Can  you  tell  us  how  you  rank  versus  other  school  districts  in 
terms  of  standardized  test  scores? 

Dr.  Smith.  I  think  that  in  terms  of  standardized  test  scores,  we 
are  in  the  range  with  other  major  urban  areas.  If  you  consider  us 
a  State,  we  are  at  the  bottom.  But  if  you  start  ranking  us  with  all 
of  the  urban  centers  which  confront  what  we  deal  with,  we  are 
right  in  the  middle  of  the  pack;  we  are  not  at  the  top  or  the  bottom. 
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Mr.  Walsh.  What  is  the  national  average  test  score  for  the  SAT, 
math  and  language? 

Dr.  Smith.  I  think  the  average  is  900,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 

Ms.  CORLEY.  It  is  about  850. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Eight  hundred  and  fifty  is  the  national  average  for 
combined  scores? 

Ms.  CORLEY.  For  hispanics  and  blacks,  it  is  a  little  lower,  about 
850. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  just  want  the  national  average,  I  don't  care  about 
any  other  group. 

What  is  D.C.? 

Dr.  Smith.  Seven  hundred  something,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Low  seven,  high  seven? 

Ms.  Corley.  About  725, 1  would  say. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Seven  hundred  and  twenty-five.  Clearly,  that  is  sub- 
stantially lower  than  the  national  average. 

truancy/dropout  rate 

How  about  truancy?  Is  there  a  standard? 

Dr.  Smith.  I  don't  even  know  whether  data  is  collected  to  estab- 
lish a  standard  truancy  rate.  How  you  count  truancy  differs.  If  you 
look  at  an  absentee  rate,  it  includes  students  absent  for  legitimate 
reasons.  I  think  there  are  probably  some  figures  along  those  lines. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Let  me  ask  you  this;  what  percent  of  the  students 
who  start  the  first  year  of  high  school,  finish,  and  what  percent 
dropout  rate? 

Dr.  Smith.  The  dropout  rate  is  being  calculated  annually  now  be- 
cause students  start  in  one  grade  and  then  they  move  to  another 
town,  and  in  our  case,  you  have  more  people  leaving  the  city  than 
comingdn. 

Mr.  Walsh.  All  cities  have  the  same  problems. 

Dr.  Smith.  That  is  what  I  am  saying.  In  school  year  1991-92,  we 
had  an  8.23  percent  annual  dropout  rate.  That  was  in  grades  9 
through  12. 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  you  took  100  kids  who  started  as  freshmen  in  high 
school  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  how  many  of  that  100  would 
graduate  from  high  school? 

Dr.  Smith.  If  you  extend  that  over  a  four-year  period,  I  think  last 
year,  27  percent  of  our  students  did  not  graduate  from  oiir  schools. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  73  percent  graduate? 

Dr.  Smith.  Right.  Annually,  8.23  percent  drop  out,  but  actually 
sometimes  in  some  years,  the  same  student  reenters,  drops  out, 
and  reenters  again,  so  you  count  him  or  her  twice.  That  is  how  the 
percentage  of  students  who  do  not  graduate  turns  out  to  be  higher. 

BUDGET  vs.  spending 

Mr.  Walsh.  On  the  1994  budget  year,  versus  the  1993  budget, 
what  was  budgeted  and  what  was  actually  spent? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  spent  within  fifteen  thousand  dollars  of  the  $517 
million  appropriated  for  us. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  you  spent  exactly  what  was  budgeted? 

Dr.  Smith.  We  live  within  the  budget  mark.  We  cut  back. 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  Superintendent  and  Board  are  kind  of  upset 
about  that,  too. 
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Dr.  Smith.  Yes,  we  are. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Why  are  you  upset  about  that? 

Ms.  Shook.  It  is  not  enough  money. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  there  are  other  agencies. 

Ms.  Landberg.  Other  agencies  don't  live  within  their  budgets. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Are  you  upset  by  the  fact  that  other  agencies  don't 
do  that? 

Ms.  Shook.  It  concerns  us. 

Dr.  Smith.  It  concerns  us  because  we  believe  that  a  part  of  the 
savings  from  some  of  the  reductions  we  are  making  are  going  to 
fund  the  other  agencies  that  are  overspending. 

Ms.  CORLEY.  We  closed  nine  schools. 

CRIME  IN  SCHOOLS 

Mr.  Walsh.  Let  me  ask  you  about  crime.  If  a  student  brings  a 
gun  to  school,  and  they  are  caught,  what  happens  to  that  student? 

Dr.  Smith.  They  are  suspended,  referred  to  The  Metropolitan  Po- 
lice Department,  and  they  have  a  hearing.  Right  now  we  can  sus- 
pend up  to  180  days. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  can't  kick  them  out  of  school? 

Dr.  Smith.  The  Board  has  a  recommendation  before  it  right  now 
dealing  with  expulsion.  We  do  not  have  that  at  the  present  time. 

"no  explusion"  policy/guns  in  schools 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  I  were  in  your  shoes,  I  would  kick  that  kid  out 
and  let  every  kid  in  the  school  district  know  that  bringing  a  gun 
to  school  is  a  dangerous  and  serious  offense  against  the  school, 
against  their  fellow  students,  and  I  would  never  let  them  return  to 
a  district  school. 

Ms.  Moody.  They  get  suspended  for  a  year. 

Mr.  Walsh.  It  should  be  forever. 

Ms.  Moody.  Then  what  happens? 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  what  happens  is  up  to  them — if  a  student 
knows  that  if  they  bring  a  gun  into  a  school  situation,  they  will  be 
permanently  expelled,  it  might  deter  such  action. 

Ms.  Moody.  What  happens  to  the  law  that  says  we  have  to  le- 
gally educate  them  up  to  age  18? 

Mr.  Walsh.  If  these  kids  are  threatening  the  lives  of  fellow  class- 
mates, and  in  my  mind  they  are,  their  right  to  a  free  education 
should  be  taken  from  them. 

As  parents,  we  all  worry  about  guns  being  brought  to  school.  We 
have  to  be  concerned  about  the  message  sent  when  we  allow  stu- 
dents who  violate  or  threaten  the  like  of  teachers  and  students  to 
return  to  school  the  following  year. 

Ms.  Shook.  I  agree.  We  are  the  only  school  system  in  the  metro- 
politan area  that  has  a  "no  expulsion"  policy.  At  the  board  level  an 
expulsion  policy  passed  through  committee,  but  it  was  withdrawn 
and  tabled  by  the  committee  chair  about  two  years  ago. 

Ms.  Moody.  However,  we  could  ask  to  bring  it  forth  again. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  wish  you  would.  You  have  got  to  get  that  message 
out  to  the  kids. 

Ms.  CORLEY.  If  they  violate  the  law,  they  are  no  longer  with  us; 
they  are  in  prison. 
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Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  where  they  belong.  In  Syracuse,  the  former 
poHce  chiefs  kid  brought  a  gun  to  school,  and  he  is  going  to  go  to 
jail.  He  won't  be  in  Syracuse  schools  anjonore. 

RATIO  OF  STUDENTS,  TEACHERS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS 

On  the  ratios,  you  said  the  students  to  teachers  were  20  to  1,  25 
to  1  in  some  classes;  how  about  the  administrators  to  teachers, 
what  is  that  ratio?  Do  you  know  what  that  is?  And  also  the  admin- 
istrators to  students? 

Dr.  Smith.  I  don't  think  we  have  broken  that  down.  I  know  in 
each  school,  for  instance,  we  have  one  principal.  If  a  school  has  500 
students  or  more,  we  assign  an  assistant  principal. 

Mr.  Walsh.  In  New  York  City,  for  example,  the  ratio  is  just  in- 
credibly high,  administrators  to  teachers,  and  I  think  the  teachers 
would  just  as  soon  have  them  out  of  their  hair. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  STAFF  REDUCTIONS 

Ms.  Shook.  We  have  annual  audits.  Coopers  and  Lybrand  has 
been  doing  our  comprehensive  report.  Three  years  ago,  according  to 
the  audit  they  did,  we  had  reduced  our  administrative  staff  by  10 
percent;  the  following  year,  it  was  3  percent  more  than  that;  and 
the  following  year,  this  past  year,  4  percent.  So  we  see  a  decline. 
We  £ilready  have  further  reductions  built  into  the  budget  for  FY 
1995;  we  know  we  were  top  heavy  and  we  have  been  continuously 
downsized  ever  since  Dr.  Smith  came  in  July  of  1991.  But  the  au- 
dits even  indicate  that  administrative  costs  have  gone  down,  and 
instructional  costs  have  gone  up,  which  is  what  we  want  to  see.  We 
wish  to  put  the  money  in  the  classrooms  and  in  the  local  schools. 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  the  pay  raise  issue? 

Ms.  Shook.  No,  the  issue  is  streamlining  central  staff  and  put- 
ting the  resources  the  classroom. 

Mr.  Walsh.  As  a  percentage  of  the  budget,  the  classroom  portion 
is  going  up? 

Ms.  Shook.  The  amount  of  money  spent  on  instruction  is  going 
up. 

Mr.  DixON.  Jim,  if  you  would  just  put  a  period  there  so  we  can 
switch  reporters. 

EDUCATIONAL  PARADIGM  SHIFTS/TEACHER  INPUT 

Mr.  Walsh.  The  point  on  this  performance-based  education  as 
opposed  to  standards  and  that  whole  debate,  in  the  paradigm  shift, 
I  have  got  to  admit  some  skepticism.  It  seems  to  me  that  education 
is  constantly  going  through  paradigm  shifts  and  trends  and  it  is 
wonderfully  experimental,  but  I  wonder  if  there  isn't  something 
lost  in  the  constant  change.  I  was  fascinated  to  hear  that  most  of 
the  teachers  have  been  in  the  school  district  for  20  years,  38  per- 
cent. 

Ms.  Shook.  Over  38  percent  have  been. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Unfortunately,  the  administration  and  the  super- 
intendents don't  stay  around  as  long.  Unfortunately,  the  manage- 
ment isn't  as  consistent.  And  I  would  think,  and  maybe  I  am 
wrong,  but  do  the  teachers  come  to  you  and  say  stop  shifting  the 
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paradigms  and  let  us  do  our  job.  Are  these  top-down?  Are  they  bot- 
tom-up? Do  the  teachers  have  anything  to  say  about  this? 

Ms.  Landberg.  Hopefully  they  are  both.  Deputy  Superintendent 
Maurice  Sykes  has  a  great  reputation  for  making  bottom-up  reform 
and  convincing  people  that  is  what  is  happening  as  he  works  to- 
gether with  them.  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  SCANS  Report  put 
out  by  the  Department  of  Labor  is  front  and  center  in  helping  us 
put  this  together. 

Mr.  Walsh.  What  is  the  SCANS? 

Ms.  Landberg.  SCANS  concerns  Workplace  2000  and  contains 
much  information  from  businesses  and  many  other  organizations 
regarding  what  we  need  to  do  to  educate  young  people  to  make  it 
in  this  world.  So  these  exit  outcomes  I  am  talking  are  not  dreams 
of  what  would  be  nice;  they  are  based  on  very  practical  consider- 
ations. They  are  also  based  on  what  we  see  coming  in  terms  of 
technology  and  the  different  ways  in  which  the  workplace  and  the 
school  and  every  place  operates.  People  need  to  be  able  to  work 
more  collaboratively  and  understzind  that  there  is  a  global  econ- 
omy. 

teachers/time  spent  with  students 

Mr.  Walsh.  All  that  is  really  important,  but  are  teachers  spend- 
ing lots  of  time  with  the  students?  There  is  nothing  more  important 
than  that. 

The  less  we  have  teachers  jumping  through  other  hoops  and  set- 
ting up  new  programs,  the  more  time  they  will  have  for  the  kids. 

Ms.  Landberg.  That  is  why  we  are  maintaining  those  low  ratios; 
20-to-one  is  wonderful. 

INDIVIDUAL  ATTENTION  FOR  STUDENTS 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  don't  have  a  problem  with  that. 

In  our  school  district,  they  have  an  extra  period  at  the  end  of  the 
day  before  any  of  the  kids  can  go  off  to  sports  or  any  other  extra- 
curricular activities  begin.  There  is  a  45-minute  period.  It  is  called 
lA,  individual  attention,  and  the  teachers,  as  part  of  their  contrac- 
tual obligation  is  must  be  available  for  any  kid  that  wants  addi- 
tional help. 

And  obviously,  cost  is  a  factor,  but  I  just  think  that  sort  of  indi- 
vidual attention  is  critical  for  kids  and  you  can't  create  programs 
that  provide  all  these  things  if  the  kids  aren't  going  to  take  advan- 
tage of  them,  but  if  you  let  the  kids  know  that  at  the  end  of  day 
they  can  go  to  that  French  teacher  or  that  math  teacher  or  that 
English  teacher  and  get  some  individual  attention,  they  will.  If  the 
student  really  wants  to  work,  the  teacher  is  going  to  know  it  and 
deal  with  that  individual.  You  don't  need  any  bureaucracy  to  make 
that  relationship  work. 

There  has  to  be  a  desire  on  the  part  of  the  student  and  time 
available  from  the  teacher.  This  is  not  a  new  idea.  It  is  the  idea 
of  tutoring  kids,  but  with  the  same  teacher  that  they  now  have 
without  creating  any  new  situation  other  than  a  45-minute  period 
at  the  end  of  the  day. 
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TEACHER-STUDENT  RELATIONSHIPS 

Lastly,  as  a  parent  and  a  taxpayer  and  someone  who  is  involved 
in  our  own  school  district  at  home,  I  understand  the  difficulties 
that  you  are  having.  I  can  tell  you  I  am  basically  in  a  bedroom 
community,  have  been  now  for  about  three  years,  but  we  always 
lived  in  the  city  before  that.  And  every  school  district  I  go  to  I  hear 
the  kids  are  poorer.  They  have  more  needs.  The  family  life  is  not 
what  it  was.  That  currently,  at  least  for  this  time  in  our  history, 
is  a  given  and  resources  are  diminishing  and  I  think  more  and 
more  we  have  to  do  basic  education  without  all  the  trappings  that 
go  with  it. 

We  just  have  to  make  sure  that  the  money  we  spend  gets  to  the 
student  and  the  teacher  must  start  spending  more  time  with  the 
kids.  And  the  less  hoops  the  teacher  has  to  jump  through,  the  bet- 
ter. I  am  not  telling  you  anjrthing  you  don't  know,  but  I  just  want 
to  reemphasize  that  the  teacher-student  relationship  is  what  edu- 
cation is  all  about  and  everjrthing  else  is  not  important. 

ADDRESSING  STUDENT  NEEDS 

Ms.  Landberg.  But  that  teacher  is  having  to  teach  differently. 

Mr.  Walsh.  How  so? 

Ms.  Landberg.  They  must  teach  differently,  because  students 
have  multiple  needs  and  more  children  who  come  to  school  are 
hungry  or  don't  get  enough  emotional  support  at  home.  Students 
need  a  basic  education,  but  those  other  needs  can  preclude  them 
from  taking  advantage  of  educational  opportunities. 

Mr.  Walsh.  What  does  that  mean  in  terms  of  class  time? 

Ms.  Landberg.  I  think  it  means  that  a  teacher  has  to  be  aware 
of  and  responsive  to  more  needs  than  just  educational  ones.  That 
is  why  we  are  changing  the  curriculum.  Should  we  be  changing  and 
doing  something  new?  Yes,  we  should.  We  have  got  different  stu- 
dents. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Yes,  students  are  different,  but  everything  else  is, 
too.  Basically  our  society,  wherever  you  go,  has  the  same  situation. 

Ms.  Moody.  We  also  have  a  different  teacher  in  the  classroom. 

Mr.  Walsh.  No  you  don't.  The  same  teachers  have  been  there  for 
20  years. 

Ms.  Moody.  We  have  teachers  with  a  different  attitude  then.  We 
have  a  teacher  in  the  classroom  who  has  the  attitude  that  this 
child  can't  learn,  why  should  I  be  bothered. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  don't  buy  that.  I'm  sorry.  Not  when  they  have  been 
there  20  years. 

Ms.  CORLEY.  I  have  just  left  being  a  teacher.  Most  teachers  are 
dedicated  if  they  have  been  teaching  30  years.  I  do  think  so.  At 
Springarm  and  at  McKinley,  I  saw  students  go  from  public  housing 
to  Harvard.  It  is  a  matter  of  teaching  the  basics.  You  have  got  to 
teach  reading  and  writing  and  arithmetic  very  well  to  use  through- 
out life.  But  we  have  got  to  be  sure  that  we  get  in  those  classrooms 
and  see  that  it  is  done.  Many  people  from  all  levels  of  income  come 
to  school  with  many  talents. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you. 
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INTRODUCTION  OF  BOARD  MEMBERS 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  Chair  would  recognize  that  not  only  have  we 
been  joined  by  Mr.  Silberman,  we  have  also  been  joined  by  Mr. 
Gray,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Education. 

financial  constraints 

Just  following  up  on  what  Mr.  Walsh  was  saying,  I  would  obvi- 
ously like  to  see  clear  to  providing  additional  money,  but  I  just 
don't  see  it  happening  this  year. 

I  think  the  District  has  some  serious  financial  problems.  I  think 
the  education  system  is  obviously  number  one.  The  courts  were 
here  this  morning  and  they  were  asking  for  an  additional  $8  mil- 
lion. Yours  is  a  little  more  than  that.  I  don't  know,  we  will  see 
what  can  happen,  but  I  don't  want  to  be  overly  optimistic. 

ECONOMIC  IMBALANCE  OF  STUDENT  MIX 

One  of  the  things  that  I  hear  and  perhaps  you  can  comment  on 
it  from  an  educational  point  of  view,  and  I  am  paraphrasing,  that 
one  of  the  unique  elements  of  the  District  is  that  it  does  not  have — 
and  I  am  paraphrasing — a  good  mix  of  people  as  it  relates  to  social 
and  economic  backgrounds. 

In  other  words,  you  have  a  school  district  that  is  serving  pri- 
marily poor  children.  Most  school  districts  have  a  more  balanced 
mix.  Some  parents  in  this  community  take  their  kids  and  put  them 
into  a  private  setting.  Not  all,  but  some  do.  And  so  there  isn't  a 
good  economic  mix  or  balance. 

The  Mayor  would  put  it  another  way.  She  is  saying,  basically, 
that  her  tax  base,  setting  aside  the  Federal  payment,  is  not  large 
enough.  Therefore,  there  are  a  lot  more  people  who  need  District 
services  and  not  enough  people  coming  up  to  the  table  with  money. 
I  would  say  there  is  not  a  good  economic  mix  of  people  here  in  the 
District  as  it  relates  to  the  schools.  What  would  be  your  comment 
on  that? 

Dr.  Smith.  I  am  not  too  sure  that  I  wouldn't  try  to  find  another 
phrase  to  use  for  "good  economic  mix",  but  I  don't  know  what  that 
is  right  now.  I  would  say  to  you  that  the  potential  is  here  as  much 
as  it  is  anjrwhere  else.  But  the  fact  that  you  just  stated  is  the  rea- 
son I  cannot  be  compared  to  other  school  systems  where  the  needs 
that  they  have  to  meet  are  not  as  great  as  the  needs  that  I  have 
to  meet.  Any  time  you  find  a  system  that  has  more  needs,  addi- 
tional resources  are  the  only  way  I  know  of  to  get  more  services 
to  meet  those  needs. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  recognize  that. 

district's  schools/unusual  needs 

Dr.  Smith.  The  many  needs  of  our  students  are  changing  how  we 
do  business  in  our  schools  and  the  services  that  we  provide  to 
them.  Because  of  these  needs  we  are  putting  $14  million  into  food 
service  because  otherwise  it  is  not  there.  It  is  interesting  that  we 
have  got  a  security  force  of  260-some  people  in  our  schools.  It  is 
all  those  kinds  of  things  that  you  have  to  do  that  tend  to  increase 
our  costs. 
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INSURING  BUDGET  ALLOCATION 

And  I  W2uit  to  make  a  comment  on  the  first  part  of  your  state- 
ment because  I  appreciate  your  desire  to  give  us  more  money.  In 
the  event  that  that  does  happen,  I  hope  there  will  be  some  lan- 
guage indicating  that  as  an  independent  agency,  this  will  be  the 
amount  of  money  that  the  school  system  will  be  allowed  to  operate 
with  because,  as  you  presently  know,  you  can  give  us  that  money, 
but  it  still  can  be  reduced. 

Mr.  Dexon.  And  we  have  had  that  experience  before.  We  have 
had  an  interest  in  the  last  three  or  four  years  with  the  D.C.  Gen- 
eral Hospital.  I  think  we  anticipated  the  problem  coming  so  we 
were  putting  more  money  into  their  budget  but  it  just  meant  that 
they  would  be  guaranteed  the  level  of  funding  that  was  initially 
recommended.  'Riey  didn't  get  any  additional  money. 

There  are  two  ways  of  saying  what  you  are  saying.  You  are  abso- 
lutely correct.  You  can  say  there  is  no  place  like  Washington,  D.C. 
or  there  is  no  place  like  Washington,  D.C.  And  I  understand.  It  just 
depends  on  where  you  want  to  put  the  emphasis  on  the  word,  but 
there  is  a  uniqueness  to  this  community. 

Anything  else,  Mr.  Walsh? 

Mr.  Walsh.  No.  I  have  no  other  questions. 

COMMENDATION  OF  SUPERINTENDENT  SMITH 

Mr.  Dixon.  We  will  do  the  best  we  can.  I  appreciate  all  of  you 
taking  the  time  to  come  up,  and  I  know  that  to  show  progress,  to 
demonstrate  that  you  are  making  progress  takes  some  time.  And 
it  appears  that  the  Board  has  great  confidence  in  you. 

I  wish  you  good  luck  and  we  will  see  what  we  can  do  to  help. 

Ms.  Moody.  Because  of  that  confidence,  we  renewed  his  contract 
effective  July  1  for  three  more  years. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  really  congratulations. 

Dr.  Smith.  I  am  still  working  on  that  average  of  10  years,  20 
years. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Stick  around.  Superintendent,  we  need  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Silberman,  did  you  want  to  say  something? 

Remarks  of  Mr.  Silberman,  Board  Member 

Mr.  Silberman.  Just  very  briefly,  if  I  could,  and  I  think  Mr. 
Gray  may  want  to  say  a  few  words,  as  well. 

Chairman  Dixon,  Mr.  Walsh,  for  the  record  I  am  Jay  Silberman, 
at-large  member  of  the  Board.  I  wanted  to  come  back  just  briefly 
to  a  point  that  both  Mr.  Walsh,  and  you,  and  the  Chairman  came 
back  to  which  relates  to  what  I  see,  frankly,  as  a  fundamental  dis- 
crepancy between  the  $559  million  request  and  the  current  mark 
of  $542  million. 

SUMMIT  agreement  SHORTCOMINGS 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  $559  million  budget  figure  is  very 
much  a  summit  budget  figure.  Based  on  the  assumptions  of  the 
summit  discussion  with  the  Mayor  and  with  the  Council,  that  the 
school  system  would  reduce  its  staff,  would  close  buildings  and 
would  seek  the  medicaid  reimbursements;  the  Council  and  the 
Mayor  committed  to  funding  pay  raises  for  school  system  employ- 
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ees.  What  I  am  sajdng  to  you  is  whether  or  not  you  can  deal  with 
that  issue  partly  or  fully  in  this  particular  bill,  I  think  it  is  very 
important  that  the  issue  be  on  the  table  in  case  the  time  or  cir- 
cumstance for  a  supplemental  arises.  In  the  discussions  with  the 
Mayor  and  the  Council  about  the  school  system's  cost-cutting  meas- 
ures, there  were  some  estimates  from  the  Mayor  about  the  amount 
of  revenues  that  we  would  either  save  or  produce.  The  Mayor  came 
up  with  a  figure  of  $8-$  10  million  for  the  amount  of  savings  from 
closing  the  buildings  and  so  forth. 

Now  the  Mayor  is  not  at  the  moment  marketing  those  buildings 
to  generate  these  revenues,  so  there  are  questions  of  how  this  so- 
called  gap  is  to  be  met.  But  underl3dng  that  summit  was  the  com- 
mitment from  the  City,  from  the  Mayor,  from  the  Council,  that  if 
we  took  these  steps,  if  we  tightened  our  staffing,  streamlined  our 
operation,  and  started  closing  school  buildings,  the  city  would  make 
up  any  budget  gap,  and  would  see  that  our  budget  was  stabilized, 
with  no  further  cuts. 

One  thing  that  really  hasn't  been  discussed  today  is  the*tremen- 
dous  additional  unmet,  unbudgeted,  even  in  this  budget,  needs  of 
the  schools.  If  you  go  back  several  years  ago  there  are  at  least  $100 
million  of  additional  needs  today,  classroom  needs,  child-oriented 
needs  that  have  to  be  met  but  aren't  budgeted  for  and  are  not  cur- 
rently provided. 

What  we  are  being  faced  with  right  now  is  the  superintendent 
is  saying,  "Look,  if  we  don't  get  the  money  needed  to  fund  pay 
raises,  all  the  other  monies  that  we  have  saved  from  these  effi- 
ciencies and  were  hoping  to  redirect  toward  these  needs,  will  not 
be  so  redirected.  That  means  doing  without  kindergarten  aides, 
that  means  doing  without  the  school-based  staffing  under  the  su- 
perintendent's Bringing  Educational  Services  to  Students 
("BESST")  model  the  thrust  of  which  is  to  take  resources  away 
from  central  administration  and  put  them  in  the  classroom. 

SECURITY  AND  CONFLICT  RESOLUTION  NEEDS 

Right  now  what  we  are  being  faced  with  is  that  we  take  funds 
away  from  central  administration  and  they  are  gone.  I  think  that 
is  a  tremendous  problem,  especially  given  what  you  have  heard 
about  our  additional  security  needs,  our  additional  needs  for  con- 
flict resolution  programs,  and  things  like  that.  You  know  we  slaved 
many  hours  in  going  over  this  budget  to  squeeze  out  several  hun- 
dred thousand  to  boost  conflict  resolution  funding  from  a  quarter 
million  dollars  to  about  a  million  or  two  dollars. 

The  superintendent  says  we  may  have  to  cut  that  back  now.  One 
point  two  million  dollars  to  run  a  conflict  resolution  program  city- 
wide  for  80,000  kids  is  only  $15  a  child.  You  are  not  going  to  run 
a  comprehensive  city-wide  program  for  that  kind  of  money,  and 
now  we  are  saying,  even  that  may  have  to  be  cut  back.  So  again 
my  bottom  line  on  this  issue  is  it  needs  to  be  on  the  table. 

It  needs  to  come  to  your  awareness  because  there  was  a  very 
solid  I  mutual  commitment  in  that  summit  agreement  now  two 
years  in  the  implementation.  I  am  a  little  concerned  because  we 
are  seeing  some  splintering  of  that  agreement  based  on  the  city's 
other  problems.  Granted,  these  are  very  difficult,  but  we  do  have 
to  prioritize  and  if  we  don't  fix  our  school  system,  then  the  correc- 
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tions  budget,  the  Department  of  Human  Services  ("DHS")  budget, 
all  of  those  are  just  going  to  keep  escalating. 

SUMMIT  AGREEMENT  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Was  the  agreement  that  the  city  would  close  10 
schools,  sell  off  the  property,  and  the  proceeds  would  revert  to  the 
Board  of  Education? 

Dr.  Smith.  There  were  three  efforts  that  were  supposed  to  lead 
to  $30  million  in  savings.  The  reduction  of  200  additional  staff 
members  and  the  closing  of  buildings  was  to  give  us  $10  million. 
The  sale  of  school  buildings  was  to  net  $10  million,  and  the  collec- 
tion of  medicaid  funds  was  going  to  give  us  the  other  $10  million. 
At  the  present  time,  we  just  haven't  gotten  these  monies. 

MAYOR  TO  USE  CLOSED  SCHOOL  BUILDINGS 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  only  thing  that  has  occurred  was  the  closing  of 
ten  school  buildings. 

Ms.  Shook.  We  downsized  the  positions  and  transferred  the 
schools  to  the  Mayor.  However,  we  learned  last  week  that  she  will 
be  using  all  10  schools  to  house  her  city  agencies,  which  indicates 
to  us  that  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  realize  the  projected  $10 
million  in  revenue  that  was  part  of  the  summit  agreement. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  should  lease  them  to  her. 

Ms.  Shook.  I  don't  think  we  will  able  to. 

Dr.  Smith.  The  city  owns  them.  That  is  the  problem. 

Ms.  Shook.  Actually,  we  did  have  two  of  her  agencies  occupy  two 
of  our  schools,  and  the  rent  was  a  million  dollars;  we  never  got  it. 

Mr.  Dixon.  For  how  long  were  you  superintendent  before  you 
were  aware  that  the  District  was  going  to  move  into  those  school 
facilities. 

Dr.  Smith.  I  am  not  that  sure  at  all.  I  just  saw  a  letter  that  was 
sent  to  Council  Chairman  Clarke  stating  that  the  Executive 
Branch  intends  to  use  all  of  the  buildings  for  the  housing  of  other 
agencies. 

Ms.  Shook.  We  do  have  an  interagency  meeting  with  the  Mayor 
this  afternoon  at  3:00  o'clock.  You  can  be  sure  we  are  going  to  be 
asking  her  about  the  school  buildings. 

Mr.  Dixon.  We  had  a  long  discussion  with  the  Department  of  Ad- 
ministrative Services  about  a  saving  of  $10  million  that  they  were 
going  to  make  by  bringing  agencies  that  were  heretofore  leasing 
into  District-owned  buildings.  Are  you  telling  me  that  they  are 
bringing 

Dr.  Smith.  They  are  bringing  these  agencies  into  our  buildings. 

Ms.  Moody.  Maybe  they  are  going  to  still  give  us  the  $10  million. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  was  here.  I  heard  it. 

Ms.  Landberg.  Now  you  know  what  it  is  worth. 

Mr.  Walsh.  You  are  saving  $10  million  and  nobody  is  getting 
any  richer. 

Mr.  Dixon.  All  right.  Mr.  Gray,  we  will  be  pleased  to  hear  from 
you. 
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Remarks  of  Mr.  Gray,  Board  Member 

Mr.  Gray.  I  want  to  make  a  comment  on  that  issue.  First,  the 
Executive  Branch  should  move  in  those  buildings  because  they  do 
remain  under  government  control,  but  the  savings  ought  to  be 
passed  on  to  the  school  system.  I  think  it  is  a  good  idea  to  keep 
those  buildings  in  the  inventory  of  the  public,  but  that  savings 
ought  to  be  passed  on  to  the  school  system. 

I  have  only  two  other  comments  to  make.  One  concern  is  the  tax 
base  question  that  you  asked.  I  was  bom  and  reared  in  the  city, 
and  I  don't  think  it  is  a  question  of  whether  or  not  the  taxes  are 
there.  I  think  it  is  the  priorities  that  we  create  for  ourselves.  It  is 
my  opinion  that  we  ought  to  have  what  we  are  supposed  to  have. 
I  think  we  ought  to  have  more  than  what  they  have  asked  for,  but 
since  the  Board  of  Education  only  asked  for  the  $559  million,  I 
think  we  ought  to  have  that  $559  million  and  it  ought  to  come  off 
the  top  of  the  budget  that  the  District  has. 

In  1987,  when  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia  voted  to 
make  education  their  highest  priority,  they  also  gave  us  some  re- 
quirements that  we  and  the  Mayor  and  the  Council  were  supposed 
to  satisfy  that  have  never  been  satisfied.  These  include  comparing 
our  budget  to  other  areas,  and  comparing  how,  if  we  got  our  budg- 
et, it  would  affect  other  areas  such  as  corrections,  human  resources 
and  unemployment. 

We  have  never  done  that.  All  I  am  asking  this  committee  and 
Congress  to  do  is  to  take  responsibility  for  oversight.  Tell  the  city 
that  our  school  system  gets  $559  million  right  off  the  top  and  that 
what  it  does  with  the  other  money  is  the  city's  responsibility,  for 
in  1987  the  citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia  said  the  schools 
should  be  given  priority  because  they  realized  the  importance  of 
education  in  the  city. 

And  so  what  I  am  asking  is  that  you  do  what  the  law  has  told 
the  city  to  do  that  they  haven't  done. 

COMPETING  interests 

Mr.  Dexon.  If  I  may  respond.  One  of  the  dilemmas  that  I  have 
faced  in  the  14  years  that  I  have  been  chairman  of  this  committee 
is  the  competing  interests.  I  wijl  concede  to  you  that  education  is 
very  important.  Is  it  more  important  than  the  fire  department  and 
police?  Is  it  more  important  than  delivering  medical  services  to  an 
uninsured  20  percent  of  the  constituency  that  has  no  medical  in- 
surance. Is  it  more  important  than,  quote,  Pretrial  Services  that  is 
examining  whether  a  person  should  or  should  not  be  on  bail? 

Mr.  Gray.  You  want  my  answer?  I  can  tell  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  believe  your  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  Gray.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Walsh.  He  has  got  it  right  on  his  chest. 

Mr.  Gray.  More  importantly,  if  we  prioritized  our  needs,  as  the 
government  is  supposed  to  be  doing,  then  all  those  things  would 
fall  in  line  because  when  you  have  education,  then  you  have  public 
safety.  When  you  run  out  of  money  at  the  bottom,  you  just  don't 
spend  any  more.  Rather,  you  take  care  of  the  majority  of  the  things 
that  government  is  supposed  to  be  doing  for  the  citizens. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  But  there  are  a  lot  of  pressures,  societal  pressures, 
put  on  62  square  miles  to  perform  certain  services  that  may  or  may 
not  be  needed. 

Mr.  Gray.  Well,  I  was  just  sajdng  what  the  people  of  this  city 
said  in  their  1987  vote — they  said  education  should  be  given  top 
priority. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  the  people  of  the  city  also  said  in  their  constitu- 
tion for  statehood  that  everyone  would  have  a  right  to  a  job,  mean- 
ing that  you  could  take  legal  action  against  the  District  if  you 
didn't  have  a  job.  The  City  Council  deleted  that  language.  I  mean, 
there  are  a  lot  of  conflicting — 

Mr.  Gray.  But  in  this  case.  Congress  has  approved  what  the  city 
has  requested.  The  Congress  hasn't  approved  our  statehood  charter 
and,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  as  a  resident  in  this  District,  state- 
hood is  not  my  highest  priority.  Education  is. 

BUDGET  AND  HOME  RULE 

Mr.  Walsh.  Let  me  ask  you  this:  the  Congress  provides  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $700  million  to  the  District  of  Columbia;  $52  mil- 
lion of  that  is  earmarked  for  pensions.  The  rest  of  it  goes  into  the 
general  fund;  does  it  not? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Walsh.  So  your  complaint  is  not  with  this  committee;  it  is 
with  your  city  government. 

Mr.  Gray.  My  complaint  actually  is  not  with  this  committee,  but 
with  Congress  because  Congress  has  not  relinquished  oversight  of 
the  city. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Wait  a  minute.  You  can't  have  it  both  ways. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Congress  still  has  the  authority  but  very  rarely  exer- 
cises it.  And  you  are  asking  us  to  exercise  it. 

Mr.  Gray.  I  am  asking  you  to  exercise  your  authority  over  the 
District  of  Columbia  because  statehood  is  secondary  to  me. 

REQUEST  THAT  CONGRESS  EARMARK  $559  MILLION  FOR  SCHOOLS 

Mr.  DixON.  To  earmark  the  full  funding  request,  we  will  call  it. 

Mr.  Gray.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Walsh.  When  we  had  the  debate  last  vear  on  the  budget,  it 
was  really  my  first  real  involvement  in  the  budget,  the  issue  was 
raised  over  the  number  of  fire  fighters  at  each  house.  When  the 
Congress  discussed  directing  the  District  on  how  many  firefighters 
to  have  on  each  engine,  the  specter  of  home  rule  was  raised  as  the 
holy  grail.  This  is  the  District's  decision,  not  the  Congress.  In  short 
you  can't  have  it  both  ways. 

Mr.  Gray.  I  am  saying  that  since  you  haven't  given  us  statehood 
and  since  you  still  have  the  responsibility  of  oversight  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  from  my  perspective  and  that  of  the  constituents 
of  Ward  6,  whom  I  have  talked  with  about  the  education  budget, 
education  should  be  first.  I  have  indicated  to  them  that  I  was  going 
to  ask  Congress  to  make  education  first,  so  I  am  here  representing 
their  interests.  What  they  are  saying  and  what  the  1987  law  said, 
is,  "Congress,  exercise  your  authority  and  give  us  right  off  the  top 
of  the  District  budget  $559  million." 

Mr.  Walsh.  Then  we  should  repeal  home  rule? 

Mr.  Gray.  I  don't  care. 
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Mr.  Walsh.  You  would  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Gray.  I  don't  care.  I  think  education  has  to  be  fully  funded 
because  we  are  never  going  to  get  out  of  our  present  situation  if 
it  is  not.  The  Mayor  and  the  City  Council  have  not  provided  such 
funding. 

Mr.  Walsh.  We  have  a  dilemma  and  the  dilemma  is  home  rule 
and  I  don't  see  it  as  a  holy  grail  or  an  uncompromisable  principle, 
but  others  do. 

Mr.  Gray.  I  think  we  can  still  work  toward  it;  we  must  work  to- 
ward it  while  also  making  the  citizens  more  responsible  and  edu- 
cated. Why  have  home  rule  when  we  have  a  city  that  is  made  up 
of  people  who  have  not  been  educated? 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  a  good  point. 

HOME  RULE  HYPOCRISY 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  is  a  serious  problem  and  I  think  there  is  a  legiti- 
mate argument  on  both  sides.  For  example,  I  am  all  for  home  rule 
when  it  benefits  me.  And  I  am  against  home  rule  when  it  doesn't 
benefit  me.  There  are  occasions  where  the  District  government,  the 
executive  and  the  legislative,  will  disagree.  So  the  legislative  will 
try  to  work  its  will  through  a  bill  here  in  Congress  that  would 
pierce  the  home  rule  veil.  It  just  depends  on  where  I  am  coming 
from  at  the  moment.  I  mean,  that  is  the  honesty  of  the  home  rule 
issue. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  have  seen  this  committee  pitted  against  the  Senate 
committee  so  District  officials  get  something  in  over  there.  So  your 
position  is  quite  legitimate.  Home  rule  is  an  instrument  to  be  used 
as  a  weapon  to  make  your  case.  Whatever  that  is.  You  think  that 
the  case  is  made  that  education  is  the  most  important  issue.  So  you 
would  like  to  see  us  exercise  some  authority  over  the  funding.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  people  who  think  the  whole  issue  of  self- 
determination  is  more  important. 

Mr.  SiLBERMAN.  Mr.  Dixon,  in  your  oversight  role,  though,  I 
think  you  do  have  the  flexibility  to  be  Solomon-like  with  the  city 
and  simply  discuss  with  all  the  parts  of  this  government  that  the 
Council  and  the  Mayor  and  the  Board  all  met  and  made  certain 
agreements  and  commitments.  Are  they  being  adhered  to? 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  I  plan  to  check  with  the  Department  of  Adminis- 
trative Services  concerning  the  use  of  the  closed  school  buildings 
and  discuss  it  with  the  leadership  of  the  District.  I  think,  as  you 
said,  that  if  there  are  savings  they  should  be  passed  on  to  the 
Board,  but  I  am  sure  that  there  will  be  a  compelling  argument  by 
the  Mayor  and  Council  that  there  are  so  many  things  that  need  to 
be  done  that  they  have  to  spend  this  money  on  other  programs. 

POLICE  DEPARTMENT  EXPERIENCE/BUDGET  SHIFT 

Mr.  Walsh.  That  is  what  we  did  with  the  Police  Department,  did 
we  not?  They  had  some  savings  and  we  said  the  savings  must  stay 
within  the  department. 

Mr.  Dexon.  That  is  correct,  except  the  Mayor  reduced  the  Police 
Department's  budget  in  the  equipment  category  in  the  following 
year's  budget  so  that  the  Police  Department  did  not  get  the  full 
benefit  of  those  savings. 
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I  appreciate  all  of  you  attending  today  and  look  forward  to  seeing 
you  folks  again.  Thank  you  very  much. 

QUESTIONS  FOR  THE  RECORD 

I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  you  to  answer  for 
the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Public  Schools'  responses  fol- 
low:] 
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QUESTION: 

1.         Regarding  the  January  19,  1993  "Summit  Agreement": 

a.  What  was  the  purpose  when  it  was  signed? 

b.  How  much  of  that  summit  agreement  was  accomplished? 

ANSWER: 

1 .  a.         The  purpose  was  to  identify  funding  for  pay  raises  for  D.  C. 

Public  Schools  employees. 

b.         Eight-Hundred  and  eighty  three  (883)  positions  were  eliminated, 
nine  schools  were  closed,  the  School  System  sought 
l\/ledicaid  reimbursements  and  we  implemented  a  12-day  furlough 
of  all  D.  C.  Public  Schools  employees  throughout  FY  1993. 

QUESTION: 

2.  Does  the  Board  of  Education  normally  take  official  action  to  approve  the  Public 
Schools  budget  after  it  is  approved  by  the  Council  and  Mayor  so  that  it  reflects  the 
revisions  made  by  the  Council  and  Mayor? 

a.         If  so,  did  the  Board  of  Education  take  official  action  to  approve 
the  Revised  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  budgets  that  were 
approved  by  the  Council? 

If  not,  why? 

ANSWER: 

2.         Yes,  the  Board  took  official  action  to  approve  these  revised  budgets. 
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QUESTION: 

3.         Is  the  school  system  using  contracts  to  indirectly  hire  personnel  over  and  above 

the  authorized  FTE  ceiling?   Are  contracts  being  used  to  rehire  retired  school  system 

personnel? 

a.  Were  the  contracts  put  out  for  competitive  bid? 

b.  Specifically,  how  many  contracts  does  the  school  system  have  with 
external  entities  that  provide  direct  services  to  the  school  system 
using  employees  paid  by  the  contractor?  For  the  last  five  years, 

indicate  the  number  of  such  contractors,  the  number  of  employees 
on  the  contractors'  payrolls  providing  direct  services  to  D.  C.  Public 

Schools,  and  the  total  annual  cost  of  these  contracts.  For  FY  1994 

and  FY  1995,  please  provide  projected  data. 

ANSWER: 

3.  D.  C.  Public  Schools'  contracts  with  outside  entities  have  no  bearings  on  its 
authorized  FTE  position  ceiling.  The  only  exception  is  the  hiring  of  a  few  retired 
teachers  on  a  contractual  basis  by  the  Division  of  Human  Resources  to  serve  as 
substitute  teachers  on  as  needed  basis. 

a.  No.  Contracts  with  retired  substitute  teacher  are  not  open  for 

bid  since  these  are  personal  service  contracts  requiring 
specialized  skills  and  experience.   Contracts  processed 
through  the  Procurement  Branch  are  however,  subject  to  the 
competitive  bidding  process. 

b.  Contracts  that  the  school  system  has  with  external  companies 
use  employees  paid  by  the  respective  contractors.  All  con- 
tractors utilize  their  own  employees  and  no  external  entity  is 
authorized  to  provide  direct  services  to  D.  C.  Public  Schools 
to  indirectly  hire  personnel  over  and  above  the  FTE  ceiling. 

The  number  of  sole  source  and  competitive  contracts  for  the  last 
five  years  and  projections  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  are  listed  on 
the  attached  chart. 
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DISTRICT   OF   COLUMBIA    PUBLIC    SCHOOLS 
SOLE    SOURCE    AND    COMPETITIVE    CONTRACTS 

YEAR  TYPE  NUMBER  AMOUNT 

1989  Sole  Source  42  $2,584,397.00 

15,259,008.00 

1990  Sole  Source  42  $3,849,945.00 

35,401,176.00 


TYPE 

NUMBER 

Sole  Source 

42 

Competitive 

212 

Sole  Source 

42 

Competitive 

177 

Sole  Source 

79 

Competitive 

262 

Sole  Source 

67 

Competitive 

156 

1991  Sole  Source  79  $4,309,988.00 

31,809,269.00 

1992  Sole  Source  67  $5,936,842.00 

25.640,556.00 

1993  Sole  Source  55  $4,164,927.00 
Competitive                 185  35,176,456.00 

$4,931,029.00 
31,407,983.00 

$  4,931,029.00 
31,407,983.00 


1994    (Est.) 

Sole  Source 

54 

Competitive 

151 

1995    (Est.) 

Sole  Source 

54 

Competitive 

151 
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QUESTION: 

4.  What  is  your  projected  enrollment  for  fiscal  year  1995,  and  how  does  it  compare  to 
fiscal  year  1994? 

a.  Please  update  the  table  on  page  2127  of  last  year's  hearings. 

ANSWER: 

4.  Response  is  provided  on  the  chart  below. 

DISTRICT   OF   COLUMBIA   PUBLIC   SCHOOLS 

Actual  ProJ. 

Enroll.  Enroll.  Enroll. 

SY    1994        SY    1995  QUL 

ELEMENTARY    SCHOOLS 


Pre-Klndergarten 
Kindergarten 
Grades   1-6 

4,062 

6,976 

37.542 

4,208 

7,083 

37.693 

+  146 
+  107 
+  151 

Total  Elementary 

48,580 

48,984 

+  404 

Junior  High 

15,421 

15,488 

+  67 

Senior   High 

13,741 

13,636 

-105 

Citywide   Special 
Education   Schools 

828 

860 

+32 

Students 

416 

450 

+  34 

Tuition  Grant  Students 

548 

500 

-48 

Pre-Schools 

1,144 

1.??? 

t84 

GRAND  TOTAL 

80,678 

81,146 

+468 
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QUESTION- 

5.        What  is  your  oupil-teachftr  ratin  expected  to  be  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and  how 
does  that  compare  to  fiscal  year  1994? 

ANSWER: 

5.        Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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QUESTION:  ^     ^.  .,. 

6.  What  are  your  pftr  pupil  expenditures,  and  how  does  that  figure  compare  with 
the  metropolitan  area  and  with  other  urban  school  systems  (page  2131  of  last  year's 
hearings)? 

ANSWER: 

6.        Response  is  provided  on  the  attached  chart. 
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COMPARISON  PER  PUPIL   EXPENDITURES 
SCHOOL  YEAR  1993-94 

Selected  Urban  School  System 

School    System  (Cities)  Per  Pupil    Expenditures  SY  1995-94 

Atlanta  GA  Available   In  July     2/ 

Baltimore  MD  $5,918  2/ 

Boston  MA  Unavailable 

Cleveland  OH  5,579  (est.)   2/ 

Milwaukee  Wl  Available   In  October 

San  Francisco  CA  4,539  2/ 

St.   Louis  MO  7,507  2/ 

Washington,  D.C.  6,523   1/ 

SOURCE:      1/     The  amount   is  derived  based  on  DCPS  Computation. 

2/     Information  received  by  telephone. 

COMPARISON  PER  PUPIL   EXPEhCITURES 
SCHOOL  YEAR   1992-93 

Metropolitan  Area  School  System 

Based  on  Regular  Day  School  Budget 
School   System  -  City  and  Countv  Per  Pupil   Expenditures  SY  1993-94 

Alexandria  VA  $7,910  2/ 

Arl Ington  County  VA  7,895  2/ 

Fairfax  County  and  City  VA  6,338  2/ 

Falls  Church  City  VA  8,746  2/ 

Montgomery  County  MD  6,233  2/ 

Prince  George's  County  MD  5,444  2/ 

Washington,  D.C.  6,523  \J 

SOURCE:      1/  The  amount   Is  derived  based  on  DCPS  Computation  and  excludes 
non-appropriated  revenues. 

2/   Information  received  by  telephone. 

Prepared 
May   1994 
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QUESTION: 

7.        What  is  your  ratio. of  administrators  to  faculty,  and  hiow  does  tfiat  compare  to 

other  urban  school  systems? 

a.         Please  update  the  table  on  page  21 32  of  last  year's  hearings. 

RESPONSE: 

7.         Response  is  provided  on  the  following  chart. 


FY  1993  -  FY  1994 

RATIO  OF  ADMINISTRATORS  TO   FACULTY 

DISTRICT   OF   COLUMBIA    PUBLIC   SCHOOLS 

AND   OTHER    URBAN    SCHOOL   SYSTEMS 


SCHOOL 

ASSISTANT 

DISTRICT 

TEACHERS 

PRINCIPALS 

PRINCIPALS 

RATIO 

Alexandria 

768 

15.5 

16 

1:24 

Arlington 

1,377 

22 

28 

1:28 

Charles 

91 

2 

3 

1:18 

D.C. 

6,578 

153 

154 

1:21 

Fairfax 

9,964 

223 

197 

1:24 

Falls  Church 

101 

1 

4 

1:20 

Montgomery 

7,081 

122 

181 

1:23 

Prince  Georges 

6,717 

140 

177 

1:21 

Prepared  by 

Division  of  Budet  Services 

July  1994 
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QUESTION: 

8.         How  many  teacher  vacancies  did  you  have  as  of  April  30,  1994? 

a.  How  does  that  compare  with  the  last  few  years? 

b.  What  is  the  situation  as  far  as  recruiting  --  any  problems 
(page  2133  of  last  year's  hearings)? 

ANSWER: 

8.  We  have  completed  staffing  for  all  schools  for  School  Year  1994-95.  We  have 
already  started  to  reassign  teachers  according  to  the  needs  of  schools.  Additionally, 
we  have  had  an  excellent  and  very  beneficial  recruitment  program  and  have  identified 
several  hundred  potential  candidates  for  teacher  positions. 

a.  As  of  April  1991,  78  teacher  vacancies  were  reported. 
As  of  April  1990,  112  teacher  vacancies  were  reported. 
As  of  April  1993,  92  teacher  vacancies  were  reported. 

As  of  April  30,  1994,  39  teacher  vacancies  were  reported. 

b.  There  are  several  critical  areas  of  shortages:  Elementary, 
Early  Childhood,  and  Bilingual/ESL. 

QUESTION: 

9.  What  is  the  situation  regarding  teacher  retirements  --  what  has  it  been 
averaging,  and  do  you  expect  a  major  change  in  the  number  of  retirements  (page 
2133  of  last  year's  hearings)? 

ANSWER: 

9.        The  number  of  retirements  for  the  past  year  was  higher  than  normal  because  of 

retirement  incentives  which  were  offered. 

85  retirements  reported  in  9/89 

146  retirements  reported  in  9/90 

129  retirements  reported  from  October  1990  through  June  1991 

58  retirements  processed  from  July  1992  through  April  1993 

529  retirements  processed  4/93  through  4/94 

We  expect  retirements  to  level  off  between  100-150  this  year. 
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QUESTION: 

10.  What  is  the  status  of  the  proficiency  testing  program  for  students  who  are  about 
to  graduate?  I  believe  the  school  system  also  has  a  Life  Skills  Seminar  (p.  1756,  part 
1,  FY  1989  D.  C.  hearings  and  p.  2134  of  last  year's  hearings)? 

a.        Are  all  senior  year  students  required  to  take  the  proficiency  tests 
or  enroll  in  the  Life  Skills  Seminar? 

ANSWER: 

10.  From  1982  until  the  1993-94  school  year,  all  eleventh  grade  students  were 
required  to  take  the  Life  Skills  Seminar.  This  requirement  could  be  completed  in 
several  ways:  1)  All  tenth  grade  students  were  given  the  Life  Skills  Seminar  Test  -- 
students  who  demonstrated  mastery  of  the  nine  competencies  tested  were  exempted 
from  the  Life  Skills  Seminar,  2)  students  who  were  unsuccessful  on  the  Life  Skills  Test 
were  enrolled  in  the  Life  Skills  Seminar  for  one  semester  or  one  year  (based  on  need 
and  performance)  and  if  they  successfully  mastered  the  nine  competencies  taught  in 
the  Seminar  were  awarded  1/2  or  1  Carnegie  credit,  and  3)  students  who  mastered 
most  of  the  competencies  on  the  Life  Skills  Test  and  demonstrated  a  basic 
understanding  of  the  Life  Skills  Test  and  demonstrated  a  basic  understanding  of  the 
Life  Skills  competencies  were  enrolled  in  early  morning,  later  afternoon  or 
independent  study  and  were  certified  for  the  Life  Skills  Seminar  (with  no  credit  if  the 
student  completed  requirements  in  less  than  one  semester).  All  graduates  were 
required  either  to  pass  the  Life  Skills  Test,  receive  certification  of  mastery  from  a  Life 
Skills  teacher,  or  enroll  in  the  Life  Skills  Seminar  for  a  period  necessary  to  address 
their  academic  needs.  A  maximum  of  one  credit  is  awarded  for  successful  completion 
of  the  course. 

The  Life  Skills  Test  was  never  considered  to  be  a  "proficiency  test",  in  that  the 
test  was  not  used  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  student  would  graduate.  Although 
many  of  the  competencies  that  were  tested  are  similar  to  those  found  on  many 
proficiency  tests,  e.g.,  filling  out  an  application,  balancing  a  bank  statement, 
interpreting  a  map  or  bus  schedule,  the  test  was  used  as  a  screening  instrument  to 
determine  which  students  must  enroll  in  the  course  and  for  those  students  enrolled, 
which  competencies  will  require  remediation. 

Beginning  in  the  1994-95  school  year,  the  Life  Skills  Seminar  will  be  replaced 
with  a  new  Human  development  course  that  will  be  required  for  graduation.  The  new 
course  has  also  changed  in  design  and  content,  that  is,  no  test  will  be  administered 
prior  to  the  course  and  no  students  will  be  exempt  from  enrolling.  Additionally,  the 
course  will  no  longer  be  skills-based.  Rather,  it  is  designed  to  teach  topics  involving 
personal  and  social  living  such  as  interpersonal  relations,  conflict  resolution, 
communications,  human  sexuality  and  substance  abuse  prevention.  The  Board  of 
Education  passed  this  new  requirement  during  SY  1991-92. 
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QUESTION: 

11.       Do  you  see  any  improvement  in  the  incidence  of  teen  pregnancies  (p.  2135- 

2139  of  last  year's  hearings)? 

RESPONSE: 

1 1 .  The  actual  figures  for  1 992  are  reported  in  the  table  below.  This  table  reports  a 
decrease  in  the  number  of  teen  births  between  1991  and  1992,  representing  a  twelve 
percent  (12%)  improvement  in  the  incidence  of  reported  teen  pregnancies  in  the 
District  of  Columbia. 


Total  number  of  live  births 

Number  of  births  to  Teens 

Percentage  of  births  to  Teens 

Number  of  births  to  Teens  1 5-1 9 
years  of  age 

Number  of  births  to  Teens  less 
than  1 5  years  of  age 


Actual 

Actual 

Actual 

1990 

1991 

1992 

11,806 

11,650 

10,939 

2,102 

2,008 

1,772 

17.8% 

17.2% 

16.2% 

2.019 

1,913 

1,693 

83 

95 

79 
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QUESTION: 

12.       Is  the  public  school  system  involved  with  the  Department  of  Corrections  in  the 

vocational/educational  program  at  Lorton?  (p.  2141  of  last  year's  hearings.) 

a.        Could  you  give  us  a  brief  report  on  the  status  of  that  program  --  how 
many  of  your  personnel  are  involved,  how  many  inmates  are  enrolled, 
and  how  many  have  received  GEDs? 

ANSWER: 

12.  The  Carl  D.  Perkins  Vocational  and  Applied  Technology  Education  Act  (P.L. 
101-392)  stipulates  that  for  program  year  1994,  Corrections  must  receive  one  percent 
(1%)  or  $42,149  of  the  vocational  education  grant  awarded  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
Public  Schools.  Of  this  amount,  Lorton  received  $28,240  and  Oak  Hill  (D.C. 
Department  of  Human  Services)  received  $13,909  through  the  Intra-District 
Modification  process. 

One  District  of  Columbia  Public  School  employee  (ET-08)  devotes 
approximately  10  percent  (10%)  of  his  time  to  coordination  and  oversight  of 
compliance  issues  and  monitors  program  expenditures  and  accomplishments. 

Perkins  funds  have  been  used  to  fund  training  for  approximately  193  students  in 
the  following  vocational  education  areas: 

TypingA/Vord  Processing; 
Sewing/Clothing  Alterations; 
Printing/Reproductions; 
Computer  Literacy;  and 
Graphic  Arts 

Sixty-two  (62)  students  received  completion  certificates. 

The  GED  Center  operates  on  the  calendar  year.  In  1993,  262  residents  tested 
for  the  GED  and  130  passed.  To  date  in  1994,  154  have  been  tested  and  72  have 
passed. 
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QUESTION; 

13.       Please  update  the  tables  on  page  2143  of  last  year's  hearings  regarding  p^pil 

membership  in  public  schools. 

ANSWER: 

13.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached  chart. 
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QUESTION: 

14.       Update  the  tables  on  pages  2145  of  last  year's  hearing  regarding  per  pupil 

expenditures  in  public  schools. 

ANSWER: 

1 4.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached  chart. 
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QUESTION: 

15.  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  total  budget  for  the  Ellington  School  for  the 
Arts  for  fiscal  years  1993,  1994  and  budgeted  for  fiscal  year  1995.  Also,  please 
provide  the  names  of  those  serving  on  the  school's  advisory  board,  I  believe  similar 
information  appeared  on  pages  2148  through  2151  of  last  year's  hearings. 

ANSWER: 

15.      The  response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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DISTRICT  OF   COLUMBIA   PUBLIC   SCHOOLS 

ELLINGTON  SCHOOL   OF  THE   ARTS 

FY   1994   BUDGET   FUND 


OPERATIONAL    MANAGEMENT 

ET-06  Principal 

ET-08  Assistant  Principal 

ET-15  Counselor 

DS-07  Administrative  Aide 

DS-04  Clerical 

DS-02  Book  Clerk  (WAE) 

EG-06  Security  Aide 

EG-04  Security  Aide 

EG-04  Security  Aide  (WAE) 

EG-04  Composition  Aide  (70  hr.) 

EG-04  Library  Aide  (70  hr.) 

EG-04  Math  Aide  (70  hr.) 

SW-03  Custodian 

SW-05  Food  Service  Foreman 

RW-09  Boiler  Plant  Operator 

RW-07  Custodian 

RW-06  Cook 

RW-06  Maintenance  Worker  Engineer 

RW-03  School  Maintenance  Worker 

RW-02  Food  Service  Worker 

WAE 

INSTRUCTION 

ET-15  Librarian 
ET-15  Teacher 
ET-16  Teacher 


POSITIONS 

AMOUNT 

1 

$  70,538 

2 

126,222 

46,747 

24,606 

3 

49,956 

2,230 

21,143 

16,652 

3,010 

2 

24,284 

12,142 

12,142 

27,480 

25,983 

26,719 

23,023 

17,015 

2 

45,372 

6 

108,696 

2 

21,009 

58,910 

1 

46,747 

47 

2.166,230 

31 

380,160 

PERSONNEL  BENEFITS 

OTHER  THAN  PERSONAL  SERVICES 

Classroom  Equipment  and  Supplies 
Library  and  Textbooks 

GRAND  TOTAL 


178,015 


84,873  y 
13,566 


110 


$3,633,470 


1/    Includes  funding  for  Special  Education  and  Athletics  programs. 
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The  Ellington  Fltvd 

Board  of  Directors 
1  Page  I 


PRESroEVT 


James  O.  Gibson 

Senior  FeUow 
The  Urban  Instimce 
2100  M  Street,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20037 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  833-7200 
202  429-0687 


Vice  President 


Martina  L.  Bradford 

Vice  President  and  Legal  Counsel 
American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  (AT&T)  Corporation 
Government  Affairs 
1 120  20th  Street,  NW 
Suite  1000 

Washington,  DC  20036  Telephone:        202  457-3876 

Facsimile:         202  457-2267 


FounderA'^ice  Presidemt  for  Development 


Peggy  Cooper  CaMtz 

3030  Chain  Bridge  Road,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20O16 


Secretary 


MoUy  Anderson  Treese 

Associate 

Gibson,  Dunn  &  Crutcher 
1050  Connecticut  Avenue,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20036 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  244-1966 
202  537-7040 


202  887-3651 
202  625-1107 
202  467-0539 


TSEASIJRER 


Wendy  Farrow  Raines 

3006  Albermarle  Street.  NW 
Washington,  DC  20008 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  363-8325 
202  537-3358 
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The  Ellington  Fl^nd 

Board  of  Directors 
■«  Page  2 


Alumm  Delegate 


Adrian  Bomeman 

Vice  President  of  Administration/Personnel 
American  Film  Institute 

JF  Kennedy  Center  for  the  Performing  Arts,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20566  Telephone: 

Facsimile: 


202  828-4030 
202  659-1970 


At-Large  Members 

Thomas  Aiello 

Managing  Partner/Tax  Division 
Arthur  Andersen 
1666  K  Street,  NW 


Washington,  DC  20006 

Telephone: 

202  862-3297 

Facsimile 

202  785-4689 

Mary  Ellen  Baxter 

3525  Woodley  Road,  NW 

Washington,  DC  20016 

Telephone: 

202  362-2784 

Facsunile: 

202  364-6600 

Jamie  Foster  Brown 

Publisher 

Sister  to  Sister 

9301  Annapolis  Road 

Suite  205 

Lanham,  MD  20706 

Telephone: 

202  635-3879 

Facsimile: 

301  306-0104 

Carol  Thompson  Cole 

Vice  President/Government  and  Environment  Affairs 

RJR  Nabisco,  Inc. 

1455  Peimsylvania  Avenue,  NW 

Suite  525 

Washington,  DC  20004 

Telephone: 

202  626-7260 

Facsimile: 

202  626-7208 

John  Dreyfiiss 

Sculptor 

3400  Prospect  Street.  NW 

Washington,  DC  20007 

Telephone: 

202  338-9253 

Facsimile: 

202  333-1911 
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Board  of  Directors 
<  Pace  3 


Midide  V.  Hagans 

Presidem 

Fort  Lincoln  Realty 

3298  Fon  Lincoln  Drive,  NE 

Washington,  DC  20018 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  269-3400 
202  526-4946 


WiUiam  Richard  Efyde  Jr. 

Partner 

Hyde  &  Thrcaa 
2726  12th  Street,  NE 
Washington,  DC  20018 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  832-0190 
202  832-0852 


Elois  BJ.  King 

Core  Services 

8201  Greensboro  Drive 

Suite  1219 

McLean.  VA  22102-3861 


Carole  Olson 

Realtor 

Prudential  Preferred  Properties 
2550  M  Street,  NW 
Washington.  DC  20037 


WUUmiu  C.  Paley 

2023  Massachusetts  Ave,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20036 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


703  790-5396 
703  790-5397 


202  659-5900 
202  298-7635 
202  659-8746 


202  588-0400 
202  588-8770 


TedPedas 

President 

Circle  Management  Company 
1101  23rd  Street,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20037 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  429-9044 
202  429-9043 


William  (Buz)  Rollins 

1030  Moorefield  Creek  Road 
Vienna.  VA  22180 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


703  938-6085 
703  938-6020 
703  761-7565 
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Michael  F.  Smith 

Manager 

Customer  Support  Operations 
International  Business  Machines  (IBM) 
6700  Rockledge  Drive 


Bethesda,  MD  20817 

Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

301  803-1514 
301  803-1604 

Haraot  Soghigian 

President 

Soghigian  Marketing 
1511  K  Street,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20005 

Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

202  628-2050 
202  393-6138 

Henry  Strong 

President 

Hanie  M.  Strong  Foundation 

Suite  705 

1735  Eye  Street.  NW 

Washington,  DC  20006 

Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

202  331-1619 
202  466-2894 

Riley  K.  Temple 

Partner 

Halprin,  Temple  &  Goodman 

1100  New  York  Avenue,  NW 

Suite  650E 

Washington,  DC  20005 

Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

202  371-8069 
202  371-1497 

Ex-Omao 


Claudine  K.  Brown 

Assistant  Secretary  for  the  Arts  &  Humanities 
Smithsonian  Institution 
1000  Jefferson  Drive,  SW 

Washington,  DC  20560  Telephone:        202  357-1776 

Facsimile:         202  785^*689 
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Members  Emeritus 


Alke  Bumette 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Imtitutioiial  Initiatives 
Smithsonian  Institution 
Room  #113 

1000  Jefferson  Drive,  SW 
Washington,  DC  20560  Telephone: 

Facsimile: 


202  786-2699 
202  786-2705 


\fario  M.  Cooper 

3400  Woodley  Road.  NW 
Washington,  DC  20008 


Telephone:        202  667-0555 


Marilyn  Fimderburk 

President 

Emcee  International 
3205  N  Street,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20007 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  625-1699 
202  625-2750 


Elliotts.  Hall 

Vice  PresidentAVashington  Affairs 

Ford  Motor  Company 

Suite  1000 

1350  I  Street,  NW 

Washington,  DC  20005 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  962-5371 
202  962-5456 


Richard  Levy 

Managing  Partner 
Gemiar  Properties 
1321  'A  Wisconsin  Ave., 
Washington,  DC  20007 


NW 


Telephone: 
Facsimile: 


202  337-5000 
202  333-1935 


Mike  Malone 

Producer/Director 
6100  -  13th  Street,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20011 


Telephone:        202  554-5556 
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Board  of  Dkectors 


William  McSweeny 

President  (Retired) 

Occidental  International  Corp. 

5021  Mil  wood  Lane 

Washington,  DC  20016  Telephone:        202  686-8844 

Dr.  Vincent  E.  Reed 

Vice  President/Communications 
The  Washington  Post 
1150   15th  Street,  NW 

Washington,  DC  20071  Telephone:        202  334-6834 

Facsinaile:         202  334-5609 

Janet  B.  Rubin 

President  Emeritus 
1675  -  35th  Street,  NW 

Washington,  DC  20007  Telephone:        202  338-0820 

Facsimile:  202  338-0820 


•«  Page  6 
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QUESTION: 

16.  Update  the  table  on  page  2153  of  last  year's  hearings  which  shows  total 
appropriations,  including  Federal  and  private  grants,  to  the  District's  public  schools 
since  1977. 

ANSWER: 

16.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 


1047 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUmiA  PUBLIC  SCHOas 
AVAILABLE  FUM)S 


NON-APPROPRIATED 

SCAL  YEAR 

OPERATING  BUDGET  )J 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

FUI©S 

TOTAL 

1977 

224,787,100 

834,000 

40,281,535 

265,902,635 

1978 

245,008,600 

10,761,500 

42,585,100 

298,355,200 

1979 

253,289,100 

12,100,000 

44,130,300 

309,519,400 

1980 

243,784,500 

22,138,900 

45,702,800 

311,626,200 

1981 

279,482,800 

1,162,500 

41,770,100 

322,415,400 

1982 

272,278,300 

14,425,000 

41,033,000 

327,791,300 

1983 

306,498,000 

8,000,000 

42,469,000 

356,967,000 

1984 

326,331,000 

18,830,000 

42,394,000 

387,555,000 

1985 

345,635.000 

17,150,000 

45,720,000 

408,505,000 

1986 

360,106,000 

40,504,000 

49,499,000 

450,109,000 

1987 

396,656,000 

69,923,000 

51,154,000 

517,733,000 

1988 

427,467,000 

2/ 

26,919,000 

57,250,000 

511,636,000 

1989 

456,161,000 

3/ 

50,000 

59,647,612 

515,858,612 

1990 

497,146,000 

4/ 

N/A 

59,959,000 

557.105,000 

1991 

517,641,000 

5/ 

27,500,000 

6/ 

62,643,000 

607,764,000 

1992 

519,604,000 

V 

-9,852,000 

8/ 

73,854,423 

583,606,423 

1993 

515,258,000 

15,000,000 

69,557,000 

599.815.000 

1994 

517,682,000 

9/ 

15,000,000 

78,438,000 

611.120,000 

1995 

542,682,000 

10/ 

22,000,000 

78,418,000 

643,300,000 

1/  Actual  expenditures  Including  supplementcls,  where  approprlcte,  are  reflected  from  FY 
1977-92. 

2/   Includes  -  $13,9  million  In  FY  1988  supp  leinentals. 

3/   Includes  -  $3,758  million  In  FY  1989  supp lementals. 

4/  Includes  rescission  of  $7,882  million  and  $2,682  million  supplemental  to  base  of 
$502,346,000. 

5/   Includes  Council's  rescission  of  $11,123,000  pending  before  Congress. 

6/  Does  not  Include  $12,000,000  In  Congressional  Pay-Go  nor  $10,000,000  In  District's 
financing  for  Pay-Go. 

7/   Includes  Council's  rescission  of  $5.0  million  and  Supplemental  of  $1,660.0  million  and 
transfer  in  of  $3.6  million  (for  rent). 

8/  Does  not  Include  Congressional  Pay-Go  of  $2,125  million. 

9/   Includes  Appropriation  of  $517,682,000  Less  Supplemental  of  $17,243,000. 

10/  Pending  before  Congress. 

Note:  Starting  In  FY  1980  Teachers'  Retirement,  which  is  approximated  at  $22,000,000  is 
transferred  to  the  City  Government. 


Prepared  by 

Division  of  Budget  Services 

May  1994 
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QUESTION: 

17.       Update  the  table  on  page  2155  of  last  year's  hearings  which  shows  trends  in 

appropriations  since  fiscal  year  1967-1968. 

ANSWER: 

17.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools 

TRSNDS  IN  APPROPRIATIONS  AND  IHTLATION  HITH  PERCZNTS  OP  1967-68  LEVELS 

AS  RELATED  TO  THE  DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 
(Dollar  amount  in  thoudands) 


Actual  Total  Consumer  1/    Appropriations      Real        Adjusted       Per  Pupil  Z/  Per  Pupil 

Plcal   Appropriations     Annual    Price       1967  std.  Dollars    Annual   Average  Daily       Costs        Costs  1967 

Year     (%  of  67-66)   %  change    Index        {\   of  67-66)       %  Change   Hentbership    Current  Dollars   Std.  Dollars 


1967-68 

(100.0%) 

♦  18.3 

100.0 

Sl61,467.6 

(100.0) 

♦    9.0(Mt. 

150,435 
1 

s    nil 

(100.0%) 

5    iii     ■ 

(100.0%) 

1968-69 

115,415.4 

(113.8%) 

♦  13.8 

104.7 

110,727.7 
(108.7%) 

♦    8.7 

lii.ii* 

Mi 

(128.3%) 

776 
(122.6%) 

1969-70 

154,123.0 

120,il4.2 

Ui.iii 

Hi 

617 

1970-71 


(131.7%) 


139,985.2 
(137.4%) 


(139.7%) 


(118.4%) 


119,035.8 

(116.8%) 


14t,S}4 


lU.ilJl.i 

(113.9%) 


5T5 

(151.1%) 


(130.1%) 


557 

128.5%) 

533 

(127.9%) 


1575=73- 


iii.-iii.i 

(151.9%) 


1973-74   1S575T57T" 

(165. S%) 


1974-7S 157,574.4 

(184.1%) 


1575=7?   I5T75S5Tr" 

(200.2%) 


121,962.0 
(119.7) 


lj5,125.i 
(122.8%) 


156,153 


124,966.4 
(122.7%) 


137,606 


55s 

(156.8%) 


17041 
(165.8%) 


1,336 

(195.2%) 


1,399 

(222.8%) 


— 55i5 

(130.6%) 

555 

(144.6%) 


-rsr 


157?: 


126,225.6 
(123.9%) 


125,871 


1,545 
(246.5%) 


955 
(152.5%) 


T7 224,787.1 
(220.6%) 


WTT- 


78    243,259.6 
(238.8%) 


1975-79 253,359.1 

(248.6%) 


131,300.9 
(128.9%) 


132,357 


153, 566.5 

(130.1%) 


1,769 

(280.1%) 


1,962 
(312.4%) 


1,028 
(163.7%) 


1,069 
(170.2%) 


1979-80    343,764.5 
(239.3%) 


198.3  1/ 


127,730.3 

(125.4%) 


112,324 


— 3,160 

(343.9%) 


1,059 
(173.2%) 


1555 


=5l   249,669.5 

(245.1%) 


219.9  i/ 


110,861.5 
(108.8%) 


101,815 


246.2  2/ 


101,417.3 
(99.6%) 


97,517 


3,372 

(361.8%) 


3,390 

(380.6%) 


1,035 

(164.5%) 


571 
(154.6%) 


1981-82 

272,328.8 
(267.3%) 

♦   9.1 

270.5    i/ 

100,676.1 
(98.6%) 

-    6.0 

92,558 

2,762 
(439.8%) 

1,021 
(162.6%) 

1953-53 

506,498.0 
(300.9%) 

♦  12.6 

286.9   i/ 

l66, 631.0 
(104.9%) 

♦    6.2 

59,393 

3,347 

(518.6%) 

1,134 
(180.7%) 

1953-54 

326,350.0 
(320.3%) 

♦   6.4 

298.7   2/ 

109,256.8 

(107.3%) 

♦    2.3 

57,122 

3,554 
(565.9%) 

1,190 
(189.5%) 

1964-55 

345,655.0 
(339.3%) 

♦    5.9 

312.6   2/ 

ll0,575.5 

(108.5%) 

♦    1.1 

66,548 

3,796 

(604.5%) 

1,192 
(189.8%) 

1955-66 

360,122.0 

(353.5%) 

♦    4.2 

325.1   2/ 

110,772.7 

(108.7%) 

♦   0.2. 

56,600 

5,963 

(631.1%) 

1,219 
(194.1%) 

1956-57 

594,656.0 

(389.3%) 

♦  10.1 

332.5   2J 

119,345.0 

(117.1%) 

♦    7.7 

54,624 

4,410 
(702.2%) 

1,576 

(219.1%) 

1957-55 

413,557.0 

(405.9%) 

♦    4.3 

345.6   2/ 

119,666.4 

(117.5%) 

♦    0.3 

5£,41S 

4,534 

(722.0%) 

1,373 
(218.6%) 

1966-59 

456,161.0 

(447.8%) 

♦  10.3 

360.2    2/ 

124,641.0 

(124.3%) 

♦    5.8 

64,252 

6,201 

(828.2%) 

1,424 
(226.8%) 

1969-90 

497,146.0 

(488.0%) 

♦   9.0 

381.5   2/ 

150,315.5 

(127.9%) 

♦    2.9 

80,2i2 

4,936 

(945.2%) 

1,556 
(247.8%) 

1990-91 

417,641.0 

(508.1%) 

♦    4.1 

402.9    2/ 

126,476.6 
(126.1%) 

-    1.4 

79,329 

6,336 

(993.0%) 

1,565 
(248.9%) 

1991-93 

519,604.0 

(510.0%) 

♦    0.3 

405.2    2/ 

126,233.9 
(125.8%) 

-    0.2 

76,966 

6,293 

(1,001.9%) 

1,564 

(249.0%) 

1995-93 

415,256.0 

(505.8%) 

-    0.8 

411.5   2/ 

134,314.4 

(122.9%) 

-    2.4 

79,190 

6,197 

(986.8%) 

.     1,505 

(239.7%) 

1995-94 

554,925.0 

(525.1%) 

♦    3.6 

423.1    2/ 

126,429.9 

(124.1%) 

♦    1.0 

75,643 

6,456 

(1,033.1%) 

1,554 
(244.3%) 

1/   This  is  the  yearly  average  consumer  price  index  for  Washington,  D.C.  and  vicinity. 

2/   This  computation  is  based  on  appropriations  exclusive  of  those  for  food  sarvices  and  continuing  education. 

1/   Consumer  price  index  based  on  urban  wage  earners  and  clerical  workers  (Base  1967  -  100). 

OEA  S/94 
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QUESTION: 

18.  Also,  please  update  the  tables  on  pages  2157  through  2161  relating  to  public 
gChOQl?  wngtructipn.  Please  show  the  present  use  of  each  facility,  and  for  those  used 
for  classroom  instruction  programs,  please  show  how  many  students  were  assigned  to 
each  in  1981-82,  and  how  many  are  assigned  in  1994-1995. 

ANSWER: 

18.      Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

CONSTRUCTION 
1964  -  1994 


Elementary  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  or 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 

Enroll 
1993  -  94 

Meyer 

1964 

34 

$  1,118,726 

681 

579 

Garrison  Replacement 

1965 

34 

1,141,694 

360 

533 

Harris 

1965 

31 

1,019,770 

583 

543 

Bunker  Hill  Addition 

l%5 

14 

403,500 

490 

528             1 

Green 

1965 

26 

1,028,000 

710 

378             1 

Rudolph  Addition 

1965 

6 

213,312 

503 

543             1 

Hendley  Addition 

1966 

7 

279,485 

776 

541             1 

Green  Addition 

1966 

8 

210,000 

— 

378             1 

Kimball  Addition 

1966 

14 

654,00 

715 

610             1 

Raymond  Addition 

1966 

17 

820,000 

469 

740 

Gibbs 

1967 

34 

1,964,000 

373 

376 

McGogney 

1967 

34 

1,650,000 

594 

499 

Webb  Addition 

1967 

8 

237,000 

639 

533             1 

Slowe  Addition 

1967 

16 

945,100 

286 

481 

Truesdell  Addition 

1967 

16 

1,329,600 

505 

443 

Watlcins  Addition 

1%8 

11 

383,000 

335 

553 

Wheatley 

1968 

14 

1,667,800 

525 

623             1 

Thomas  Addition 

1968 

15 

1,695.000 

556 

423             1 

1  Tyler  Addition 

1968 

13 

1,305,200 

439 

408 

1  Clark 

1968 

26 

2,826,500 

364 

387 

1  Emery  Replacement 

1969 

34 

1,690,100 

561 

498             1 
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1 

F.lnnentary  Schools 

Fis«>l  Year 
Completed 

No.  or 

Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 

Enroll 
1993  -  94 

Savoy 

1969 

34 

2,290.00 

449 

475 

1  Blow-Pierce  Replacement 

1969 

34 

2.959.800 

478 

359 

Brent  Replacement 

1%9 

16 

109.700 

248 

289 

Shadd  Replacement 

1969 

10 

628.400 

546 

483 

75  Replacement  Pre-K  Classrooms 

1969 

(75) 

2.212.500 

— 

1  Nalle  Addition 

1970 

13 

700.000 

465 

386 

1  Tubman 

1970 

34 

2.963.000 

601 

627 

Seaton  Replacement 

1970 

34 

3.517.500 

387 

389 

Ludlow-Taylor  Replacement 

1970 

34 

2,853,700 

432 

415 

Sharpe  Health  Addition 

1970 

7 

1,660,000 

Beers  Addition 

1970 

13 

1,312,000 

459 

683 

1  Shepherd  Addition 

1970 

7 

594,500 

356 

444 

Lecicie 

1970 

36 

1,968,000 

558 

587 

Weatherless 

1971 

32 

2,646,000 

471 

- 

M.L.  King  Replacement 

1971 

34 

1,841,000 

583 

599 

1  Ketcham 

1971 

16 

1.573,900 

602 

589 

Randle  Highlands  Addition 

1971 

10 

905,000 

493 

456 

Turner  Addition 

1971 

17 

790.000 

659 

599 

Moten  Addition 

1971 

12 

796,000 

577 

331 

Ketcham  Addition  No.  2 

1971 

9 

569,900 

— 

- 

1  225  Relocatable.  Regular 

1971 

(225) 

7.311.000 

- 

Sbaed 

1972 

36 

2.520.600 

325 

439             1 

Lee(SMR) 

1972 

20 

1.977,700 

219 

232 

Payne  Addition 

1972 

14 

1,473,100 

291 

423 

Bimey  Addition 

1972 

14 

804,000 

589 

594 
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Elementary  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  of 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 

Enroll 
1993-94 

Webb  Addition 

1972 

17 

1,605,900 

639 

533 

Carver  Addition 

1973 

13 

2,201,000 

177 

— 

J  Langdon  Addition 

1973 

16 

2,408,900 

350 

366 

Thomas  Addition  No.  2 

1973 

4 

265,000 

556 

423 

Malcolm  X 

1973 

51« 

4,633,500 

650 

583 

Bruce-Monroe  Replacement 

1973 

54« 

5,849,200 

494 

486 

Amidon  Addition  (Pre-K) 

1975 

2» 

1,344,100 

403 

442 

JO.  Wilson  Addition 

1975 

20» 

2,446,500 

469 

573 

Walker-Jones  Addition 

1975 

18* 

2,354,100 

600 

559 

Brookland  Replacement 

1975 

34* 

4,593,800 

335 

407 

Orr  Replacement 

1975 

33' 

4,245,300 

517 

531 

Ferebee  Hope  Community  School 

1975 

40* 

8,927,500 

642 

584 

Bowen  Modernization  (Pre-K) 

1976 

2* 

1,859,400 

372 

447 

Benning  Replacement 

1976 

26* 

4,905,000 

361 

328 

Merritt  Replacement 

1976 

30* 

5,033,500 

367 

456 

PR.  Harris 

1976 

54* 

6,500,000 

652 

513 

Winston 

1976 

51« 

8,135,500 

429 

568 

Takoma  Rqilacement 

1976 

44. 

7,627.500 

363 

551 

Wilkinson 

1976 

55* 

7,669,000 

649 

577 

Montgomery  Addition 

1977 

19* 

2,  955,700 

490 

481 

Fletcher-Johnson 

1977 

34* 

5,227,000 

1,422 

402 

Terrell 

1977 

41* 

6,595,000 

523 

396 

Gage-Eckington  Replacement 

1977 

34* 

7,021,000 

366 

358 
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Elementary  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  of 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 

Enroll 
1993-94 

Bancroft  Addition  (Pre-K) 

1977 

7* 

1,885,500 

559 

558 

Morgan  Replacement  (Reed) 

1977 

54« 

9,277,500 

323 

West  Replacement 

1978 

25* 

6.306,000 

372 

432 

Lafayette  Modernization 

1978 

7' 

4,752,100 

395 

585 

Young  Modernization  (Pre-K) 

1979 

3* 

3,394,700 

524 

470 

Fort  Lincoln  No.  1 

1980 

26* 

7,668,500 

241 

384 

Burrville  Replacement 

1980 

26* 

6,554,500 

345 

458 

Eaton  Modernization 

1983 

2* 

3,394,700 

243 

435 

Mann  Elementary  School 
(Community  Building) 

1989 

2 

282,185 

191 

259 

Murch  Elementary  School  (New 
Demountable) 

1989 

5 

306.491 

390 

483 

Amidon  Science  Room 
Improvement 

1991 

3 

73,800 

Parkview  Science  Room 
Improvement 

1991 

3 

73,800 

Kimball  Science  Room 
1  Improvement 

1991 

3 

73,800 

Bunker  Hill  Science  Room 
Improvement 

1991 

J 

73.800 

1  TOTAL  FOR  83 
ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL 
PROJECTS 

1,759 

$218,668,163 
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Junior  High  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  Of 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 

1 

Enrpll 

1993  -  94 

Eliot  Addition 

1964 

23 

$1,344,000 

626 

450 

Evans 

1964 

37 

3,255.000 

458 

324 

Hart  Addition 

1965 

17 

1.160,000 

1.070 

756 

Hine  Replacement 

1966 

34 

2.918.000 

346 

901 

Rabaut 

1967 

62 

4.167.000 

765 

Roper 

1967 

63 

4.187,000 

668 

561 

Lincoln 

1967 

63 

5.170.500 

677 

442 

Hamilton 

1968 

63 

4.120.000 

411 

222 

Garnet-Patterson  Alterations 

1968 

Library 
& 

Health 
Suite 

31.500 

403 

338 

Randall  Addition 

1969 

Double 
gym 

855,000 

— 

Johnson 

1970 

63 

4,954,800 

1,087 

433 

Deal  Addition 

1970 

6 

1,122,000 

966 

1031 

Taf^  Addition 

1970 

23 

1.394.000 

731 

449 

Browne  Addition 

1971 

16 

1,654,000 

569 

533 
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Elementary  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  Of 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 



Enroll 
1993  -  94 

Friendship  (HARDS  P.R.) 

1976 

86* 

$11,544,500 

939 

513 

Fletcher-Johnson 

1977 

68* 

9,961,500 

1,422 

402 

Shaw  Replacement 

1977 

63 

11,742,000 

1,105 

910 

Paul  Room  Renovation 

1990 

1 

465.150 

664 

710 

Miller  Graphic  Arts  Imprv. 

1991 

5 

61,750 

Kramer  Graphic  Arts  Imprv. 

1991 

5 

61,750 

Evans  Graphic  Arts  Imprv. 

1991 

5 

61,750 

Rabaut  Graphic  Arts  Imprv. 

1991 

5 

61,750 

Banneker  Auditorium  and  Science 
Room 

1991 

7 

800.000 

Sub-Total  for  23  Projects 

111 

$71,092,950 

TOTAL  FOR  18  JUNIOR  fflGH 
SCHOOL  PROJECTS 

715 

$71,092,950 

Vocational  High  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  Of 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981  -  82 

Enroll 
1993  -  94 

Phelps  Addition 

1974 

7 

$2,041,500 

614 

423 

M.M.  Washington  Addition 

1980 

21 

3,632,000 

632 

200 

Burdick  Modernization 

1982 

20 

1,421,200 

390 

Phelps  Modernization 

1983 

15 

5,475,000 

— 

Penn  Center  Modernization 

1983 

5 

1,155,400 

Bell  Modernization 

1983 

27 

4,835,000 

351 

632 

M.M.  Washington  Modernization 

1983 

12 

1,490,000 

— 

Chamberlain  Modernization 

1984 

20 

2,084,500 

558 

M.M.  Washington  Culinary  Arts 

1991 

1 

647.000 

Sub-Total  for  9  Projects 

m 

$22,781,600 
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Senior  High  Schools 

Fiscal  Year 
Completed 

No.  Of 
Rooms 

Acquisition 

Cost 

Appropriation 

Enroll 
1981-  82 

Enroll 
1993  -  94 

Ballou  Addition 

1971 

53 

$  3.053,000 

1,902 

1470 

Spingarn-Phelps  Stadium 

1971 

Seating 
5,000 

1.104,000 

— 

Wilson  Addition 

1971 

6 

1,562,000 

— 

Woodson 

1973 

76 

10,230,500 

1,855 

1169 

Dunbar  Replacement 

1977 

79* 

20,655,200 

1,597 

743 

Anacostia  Addition 

1978 

25 

5.900,500 

1,511 

729 

Wilson  Addition  (Swimming  Pool) 

1979 

1 

3,300,000 

— 

Roosevelt  Addition 

1980 

57* 

13,731,100 

1,114 

1272 

Eastern  Modernization 

1985 

50 

11,000,000 

1,070 

1696 

Coolidge  Modernization 

1987 

Gym 

11,000,000 

1,222 

780 

McKinley  Modernization 

1989 

78 

3,000,000 

1,884 

870 

Ellington  Modernization 

1990 

50 

4,000.000 

432 

476 

Banneker  Modernization 

1990 

8 

725,000 

291 

401 

Spingam  Modernization 

1990 

9 

1,133,209 

960 

527 

Ballou  (Adolescent  Care  Ctr) 

1990 

1 

83.407 

_. 

Cardozo  Room  Conversions 

1991 

11 

1,568.700 

Wilson  Room  Conversions 

1991 

15 

1.634.819 

Sub-Total  for  17  Projects 

519 

$94,081,435 

TOTAL  FOR  17  mCH  SCHOOL 
PROJECTS 

51? 

$94,081,435 

GRAND  TOTAL  FOR  132 
PROJECTS  1964  -  1992 

3127 

$406,624,148 

Prepared  by 

DIVISION  OF  FACILITIES  MANAGEMENT 

July  1994 
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QUESTION: 

19.       Update  the  table  on  page  2163  of  last  year's  hearings  concerning  the 
availability  of  books,  suor^lies.  and  matftriak 

ANSWER: 

19.      Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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QUESTION: 

20.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  status  report  on  your  Public/Private  Partnerships 
programs  showing  where  they  are  located,  the  kinds  of  programs  available,  the 
number  of  students  enrolled,  the  successful  placements.  This  information  appeared 
on  page  2165  of  last  year's  hearings. 

ANSWER: 

20.       Response   is  provided  below: 

The  Public/Private  Partnership  and  Academy  Programs  in  the  District  of  Columbia  are  a 
collaborative  effort  between  the  public  schools  and  the  private  sector  community.  The  basis  for 
the  collaboration  is  to  motivate  and  support  young  people  to  stay  in  school,  graduate  from  high 
school,  and  become  responsible  contributing  citizens  in  the  community.  The  major  premises  of 
the  program  are  based  on  the  need  for  students  to  recognize  that  school  has  a  purpose  and  a 
direct  relationship  to  the  worid  of  work. 

The  Public  Private  Partnership  and  Academy  Programs  enrolled  a  total  of  1,537  students 
The  different  programs  provided,  respective  local  school  sites,  student  enrollment  and  successfijl 
1992-93  placements  are  provided  on  the  attachment. 

Total  enrollment  in  the  Public/Private  Partnership  Programs  for  School  Year  1993-94  is 
1,034  students.  Of  two-hundred  fifly-seven  (257)  senior  students  enrolled  during  School  Year 
1992-93,  two-hundred  forty-seven  (247)  were  placed  (colleges,  trade/technical  schools).  Ten 
(10)  seniors  entered  the  "worid  of  work". 

Total  enrollment  in  Academy  Programs  for  School  Year  1993-94  is  five-hundred  three 
(503)  students.  Of  eighty-six  (86)  senior  students  enrolled  during  School  Year  1992-93,  eighty- 
two  (82)  were  placed  (colleges,  trade/technical  schools)  Four  (4)  seniors  entered  the  "worid  of 
work". 
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SCHOOL  YEAR  1993-94 
PUBLIC/PRIVATE  PARTNERSHIP  AND  ACADEMY  PROGRAMS 


Business  and  Finance 

H.D.  Woodson  High  School 

55th  &  Eads  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  DC.  20019 

Ward? 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  230 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  36 


Career  Enrichment 

Penn  Center  Administrative  Unit 

1709  3rd  Street,  N.E. 

Washington,  DC.  20002 

Wards 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  88 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  None 

Communications 

McKinley/Penn  High  School 

2nd  &  T  Streets,  N.E. 

Washington,  DC.  20002 

Wards 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  - 105 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  40 

Culinary  Arts 

MM.  Washington  Career  High  School 

27  O  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC.  20001 

Wards 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  52 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  2 

Health  and  Human  Services  Academy 

Eastern  High  School 

17th  &  East  Capitol  Streets,  N.E 

Washington,  DC.  20003 

Ward  6 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  220 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  35 


Pre-Architecture,  Interior  Design  and 

Landscape  Architecture 

Spingam  High  School 

26th  &  Denning  Road,  N.E. 

Washington,  DC.  20002 

Wards 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  32 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  8 

Pre-Engineering 

Dunbar  High  School 

1301  New  Jersey  Avenue,  N.W 

Washington,  DC.  20001 

Wards 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  1 76 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  57 

Public  Safety  Academy 

McKinley/Penn  High  School 

2nd  &  T  Streets,  N.E. 

Washington, DC.  20002 

Wards 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  19 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  10 

Public  Service  Academy 

Anacostia  High  School 

16th  &R  Streets,  S.E. 

Washington,  DC.  20020 

Ward  6 

Total  Number  of  Students  Enrolled  -  124 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  40 

Teaching  Professions 

Coolidge  High  School 

Sth  &  Tuckerman  Streets,  N.W 

Washington.  DC    20011 

Ward  4 

Total  Number  of  Students  Enrolled  -  75 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  20 
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International  Studies 

Wilson  High  School 

Nebraska  Avenue  &  Chesapeake  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC.  20016 

Ward  3 

Total  Number  Students  Enrolled  -  147 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  44 


Trans- Tech  Academy 

Cardozo  High  School 

13th  &  Clifton  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC.  20009 

Ward  1 

Total  Number  of  Students  Enrolled  -  97 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  None 


Justice  &  Security  Academy 

Spingam  High  School 

26th  &  Benning  Road,  N.E. 

Washington,  DC.  20002 

Wards 

Total  Number  of  Students  Enrolled  -  33 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  1 


Travel  &  Tourism 

Roosevelt  High  School 

13th  &  Upshur  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC.  20011 

Ward  4 

Total  Number  of  Students  Enrolled  -  129 

SY  1992-93  Placements  (Seniors)  -  15 


Emergency  Medical  Services 

(Students  from  Spingam,  Anacostia,  Bell, 

McKinley,  Dunbar  and  Cardozo  Senior  High  Schools) 

DC.  Fire  Department 

2565  Georgia  Avenue,  N.W. 

Miner Bldg,  Room  115 

Washington,  DC.  20001 

Wardl 

Total  Number  of  Students  Enrolled  -  10 

SY  1992-93  Placements  -  None 
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PUBLIC/PRIVATE  PARTlVfERSHIP 
AND  ACADEMY  PROGRAM 

Business  and  Finance 
Woodson  High  School 

Career  Enrichment 

Penn  Center  Administrative  Unit 


TOTAL 

230 

88 


Communications 
McKinley/Penn  Pligh  School 

Culinary  Arts 

MM.  Washington  Career  High  School 

Health  and  Human  Services 
Eastern  High  School 

International  Studies 
Wilson  High  School 

Justice  and  Security 
Spingam  High  School 

Pre- Architecture 
Spingam  High  School 

Pre-Engineering 
Dunbar  High  School 

Public  Safety 
McKinley/Penn  High  School 

Public  Service 
Anacostia  High  School 

Teaching  Professions 
Coolidge  High  School 

Trans-Tech 
Cardozo  High  School 

Travel  and  Tourism 
Roosevelt  High  School 

Emergency  Medical  Service 
(Spingam,  Anacostia,  Bell, 
McKinley,  Dunbar  and  Cardozo) 


105 


52 


220 


147 


33 


32 


176 


19 


124 


75 


97 


129 


10 


GRAND  TOTAL      1,537 
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QUESTION: 

21.       Update  the  tables  on  pages  2169  through  2171  of  last  year's  hearings  relating 

to  the  food  service  program.    Please  include  in  the  table  the  number  of  hot  meals 

served. 

ANSWER: 

21.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached.    Please  note  that  hot  meals  are  served 

everyday  in  all  schools  with  an  occasional  choice  of  a  sandwich. 
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QUESTION: 

22.  Please  describe  your  community  school  program  and  the  amount  available  in 
your  FY  1994  budget.  Also,  please  list  the  schools  included  in  your  community  school 
program.   (See  pages  2172  through  2178  of  last  year's  hearings). 

ANSWER: 

22.   Response  is  provided  below: 

The  Vocational  and  Adult  Education  Branch,  under  the  aegis  of  SEAA-EA  Operations, 
District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools  is  responsible  for  the  operation  and  administration  of  the 
Community  School  Program.  Due  to  budget  reductions  throughout  the  school  system,  the 
Community  School  Program  has  changed  its  focus  from  class  offerings  based  upon  community 
surveys  to  core  offerings  of  academic  courses  for  adults  Other  agencies/organizations  continue 
to  serve  the  various  communities  through  the  eleven  (11)  community  schools. 

The  adult  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  is  $197,366.  The  total  operating  amount,  including 
salaries  and  benefits  for  reassigned  coordinating  staff  (see  attachment)  is  $523,745. 

The  eleven  (11)  community  schools  and  the  courses  offered  at  each  are  attached: 
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VOCATIONAL  AND  AODLT  EDUCATION  BRANCH 

ADULT,  CONTINUING  AND  COMMUNITY  EDUCATION  UNIT 

COMMUNITY  SCHOOLS  (CS) 

ADULT  EDUCATION  CENTERS  (AEC) 

ADULT  EDUCATION  EVENING  CENTER  (AEEC) 

COURSE  OFFERINGS /DAYS /HOURS 


BEERS  CS 

3  6TH  Place  and  Alabama  Avenue  S.E.  (20020)  W7 
(202)  767-7123 

Computer  Literacy  Tues.,  Thurs.  7:00-9:00  p.m. 

GED  Preparation  Tues.,  Thurs.  6:00-8:00  p.m. 

Typing  Tues.,  Thurs.  5:00-7:00  p.m. 

Word  Processing  Tues.,  Thurs.  5:00-7:00  p.m. 

BRUCE-MONROE  CS 

3012  Georgia  Avenue,  N.W.  (20010)  Wl 
(202)  576-6215 

Adult  Basic  Education    Tues.,  Thurs.       6:00-9:00  p.m. 
GED  Preparation  Tues.,  Thurs.       6:00-9:00  p.m. 

BUNKER  HILL  CS 

14th  street  and  Michigan  Avenue,  N.E.  (20017)  W5 

(202)  576-6983 

GED  Preparation         Tues.,  Thurs.       6:00-8:00  p.m. 

(tentative) 

COOLIDOE  CS 

5th  and  Tuckerman  Streets,  N.W.  (20011)  W4 
(202)  576-6143  or  6615 

Body  Fitness  (Aerobics)   Tues.,  Thurs.       6:30-7:30  p.m. 
Driver's  Education  .      Mon. ,  Wed.  4:00-7:00  p.m. 

GED  Preparation  Mon.,  Wed.  6:00-8:00  p.m. 

Carnegie  Units  (transferred  to  Roosevelt  AEEC) 

FEREBEE  HOPE  C8 


Adult  Basic  Education 

Barbering 

Computer  Literacy 

GED  Preparation 

GED  Preparation 

GED  Preparation 

Typing 

Word  Processing 


la  Streets,  S.E. 

(20032)  W8 

(202)  767-7263 

Mon.  thru  Thurs. 

5:30-8:30 

p.n 

Tues.,  Thurs. 

5:00-8:00 

p.m 

Mon . ,  Thurs . 

5:30-7:30 

p.m 

Mon.  thru  Fri. 

9:00-1:00 

p.m 

Mon . ,  Wed . 

5:30-7:30 

p.m 

Mon . ,  Tues . ,  Wed 

6:30-8:30 

p.m 

Tues . ,  Thurs . 

6:30-7:30 

p.m 

Mon.,  Wed. 

5:30-7:30 

p.m 
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FORT  LINCOLN  CS 

I       Ft.  Lincoln  and  Barney  Drs. ,  N.E.  (20018)  W5 

(202)  576-6900 

Computer  Literacy  Wed.,  Thurs.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 
GED  Preparation  Wed.,  Thurs.        6:00-9:00  p.m. 

(tentative) 

MARIE  REED  CS 

2200  Champlain  Street,  N.W.  (20009)  Wl 
(202)  673-6520  .  . 

English  As  A  Second 

Language  (ESL)  Mon. ,  Wed.  4:30-6:30  p.m. 

GED  Preparation  Mon.,  Wed.  4:30-7:30  p.m. 

Computer  Literacy  Mon.,  Wed.  4:30-6:30  p.m. 

RIVER  TERRACE  CS 

34th  and  Dix  Streets,  N.E.  (20019)  W7 

(202)  724-4589 

Adult  Basic  Education  Mon.,  Tues.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 
Computer  Literacy  Tues.,  Thurs,  6:00-8:00  p.m. 
GED  Preparation         Mon.,  Tues.,  Thurs.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 

SHAW  CS  * 

10th  Street  and  Rhode  Island  Avenue,  N.W.  (20001)  W2 

(202)  673-6883 

Computer  Literacy  TBA  TBA 

GED  Preparation  Mon.,  Wed.  6:00-8:00  p.m. 

Typing  Mon.,  Wed.,  Thurs.  3:30-5:30  p.m. 

ESL  Mon.,  Wed.  3:15-4:15  p.m. 

TAKONA  CS  * 

Piney  Branch  Road  and  Deihlia  Street,  N.W.  (20012)  W4 
(202)  576-6129  or  6193 

Before  and  After  School 

Care  Program  Mon.  thru  Fri.      7:00  a.m. -6:00  p.m. 

Karate  (Pilot  Program)    (to  begin  11/02/93)  TBA 

WINSTON  CS 

31st  and  Erie  Streets,  N.W.  (20020)  W7 
(202)  767-7179 

GED  Preparation         Mon.,  Wed.  7:30-8:30  p.m. 

*T0  BE  UPDATED  AS  INFORMATION  IS  RECEIVED 
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ARMSTRONG  AEC 

1st  and  P  Streets,  N.W.  (20001)  W5 
(202)  673-7356 


Mon.  thru  Thurs. 

3: 

30 

-  9:30  p.m. 

Friday 

5: 

GO 

-  8:30  p.m. 

ACADEMICS 

Advanced  Topics  in 

Math 

History,  U.S.,  1,2 

African  American  Hi 

story 

Integrated  Math 

African  American  Literature 

Lab  Skills  1,2 

Algebra  1,2 

Life  Skills  Seminar 

American  Government 

Psychology 

Biology  1,2 

Reading 

Chemestry 

Science  and  Social  Issue 

Earth  Science 

Spanish  1,2 

English 

Street  Law 

General  Science 

Topics  in  Math 

History,  D.C.  1,2 

COMPUTER  PROGRAMMING  AND  COMPUTER  OPERATION 

Advanced  Structured  COBOL     Computer  Operations  (LOTUS) 
Computer  Programming  (Basic)   Data  Entry  (IBM) 
Computer  Programming  Concepts  Intro,  to  Structured  COBO 

STENOGRAPHY,  SECRETARIAL,  SHORTHAND,  AMD  ACCOUNTING 


Accounting 
Court  Reporting 


Secretarial  Office  Practice 
Shorthand  (Gregg) 


TYPING  AND  WORD  PROCESSING 


Typing,  Beg/Int/Ref 
Desktop  Publishing  (Pagemaker) 
Word  Perfect  (IBM),  Beg/Adv 
Microsoft  (Word) ,  Adv 


Mon.  thru  Fri. 


POST  SECONDARY  VOCATIONAL  PROGRAM 
8:30  a.m.  -  3:00  p.m. 


Auto  Body  and  Fender  Technology 

Auto  Mechanics  Technology 

Clothing  Construction  and  Fashion  Design 

Cosmetology 
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Hon.  thru  Thurs.  3:30  -  9:30  p.m. 

Friday  5:00  -  8:30  p.m. 

Auto  Body  and  Fender  Technology 
Auto  Mechanics  Technology 
Brick  Masonry  (Home  Renovation) 
Barber  Science 
Drafting  (Computer  Assisted) 
Electrical  Wiring 
Electronics  Technology 
Offset  Printing 
Tailoring 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.      6:30  -  9:30  p.m. 

Auto  Mechanics  Technology 

Barber  Science 

Cosmetology 

Major  Electrical  Appliance  Repair 

Tailoring 

Upholstering 

Community  Adult  Learning  Laboratory 

PROJECT  CALL 

(202)  673-7365 

Mon.  thru  Fri.  9:00  -  4:00  p.m. 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.      4:30  -  8:30  p.m. 

Adult  Basic  Education  (ABE) 
GED  Preparation 
Counseling 

BELL  AEEC 

3145  Hiatt  Place,  N.W.  (20010)  Wl 
(202)  673-7314 

Hon.,  Wed.,  Fri.         4:30  -  7:30  p.m. 

Barbering 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.      6:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Computer  Application 

Cosmetology 

Engineering 

English  As  A  Second  Language  (ESL) 

Typewriting 

Tues.,  Thurs.  6:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

GED  Preparation 
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BURDICK  AEEC 

1300  Allison  Street,  N.W.  (20011)  W4 
(202)  576-6241 


Tues . ,  Wed . ,  Thrus . 

Barbering 
Barbering  Science 
Child  Care 
Computer  Concepts 
Computer  Repair 
(Electronics  Math) 


6:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Cosmetology 
Travel  and  Tourism 
Typewriting  1,2 
Word  Processing 


CHAMBERLAIN  AEEC 

1345  Potomac  Ave.,  S.E.  (20003)  W6 
(202)  724-4648 


Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs. 

Barbering 
Computer  Repair 

Tues. ,  Wed. 

GED  Preparation 
Typewriting 
Word  Processing 


6:00  -  9:00  p.m. 

Cosmetology 
Manicuring 

6:00  -  9:00  p.m. 


D.C.  APPRENTICESHIP  PROGRAM  (PHELPS)** 

26th  Street  and  Benning  Road,  N.E.  (20002)  W5 

(202)  724-3747 

6:00-9:00  p.m. 

6:00-9:00  p.m. 

7:30-9:00  p.m. . 

6:00-9:00  p.m. 

7:30-9:00  p.m. 
6:00-9:00  p.m. 

6:00-7:30  p.m. 
6:00-9:00  p.m. 

7:30-9:00  p.m. 
6:00-9:00  p.m. 

**Appr«ntic«8  Bust  apply  through  D.C.  Dapt.  of  Employmant  Sarvioas 
(DOBS) ,  Of f ioa  of  Appranticeship  Information  and  Training 


Blueprint  Reading 
Carpentry 
Cement  Masonry 

Mon . ,  Tues . ,  Thurs 
Tues . ,  Thurs . 
Mon. 
Thurs . 

Electricity 

Mon . ,  Thurs . 
Tues . ,  Wed . 

Plumbing 

Mon. 
Tues.,  Wed. 

Sheet  Metal 

Tues. 
Thurs . 
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LENOX  ABC 

5th  and  G  Streets,  S.E.  (2  0003)  W5 
(202) (  724-2006 

Hon.  thru  Fri.  9:00-4:00  p.m. 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.      6:00-8:00  p.m. 

Civil  Service  Literacy  1,2 

College  Preparation  Mathematics 

Community  Skills  Science 

Computer  Literacy  Spanish 

(Lotus,  DBase,  DOS,  Word  Perfect) 

Consumer  Education  TOEFL  (Test  of  English  As  A  Foreign 

Language) 

Data  Processing  Typing  1,2 
English  As  A 

Second  Language  1,2,3   Typewriting  (Amena  Method) 

ESL/Computer  Writing  Skills 

GED  Preparation  Word  Perfect 

Journalism  Word  Processing 
Life  Skills 

External  High  School  Diploma  Program 

PHELPS  AEEC 

26th  Street  and  Benning  Road,  N.E.  (20002)  W5 
(202)  724-4516 

Tues.,  Thurs.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 

Brick  Masonry 

Stationary  Steam  Engineering  (Class) 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.      6:00-9:00  p.m. 

Auto  Mechanics  Information  Processing 

Floral  Design  Reading 

GED  Preparation         stationary  steam 

Engineering  (class  6) 

Mon.  stationary  Steam 

Engineering  (class  1) 

ROOSEVELT  AEEC 

13th  and  Upshur  Streets,  N.W.  (20011)  W4 

(202)  576-6130 

Tues.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 

Computer  Technology 
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Wed.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 

Government ,  U.S. 
History,  D.c. 
Life  Skills 

Tues.,  Thurs.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 

Algebra 

English  2,3,4 

Wed.,  Thurs.  6:00-9:00  p.m. 

Spanish 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.       6:00-9:00  p.m. 

GED  Preparation 

ROSARIO  AEC 

35th  and  T  Streets,  N.W.  (20007)  W2 
(202)  282-0140 

Men.  thru  Fri.  8:45-11:15  a.m. 

12:45-  3:15  p.m. 

College  Preparation 

English  As  A  Second  Language  (ESL) 

Orientation 

Tues.  8:45-3:15  p.m. 

GED 

Skills  Training  Program  (STP) 

Mon.  thru  Fri.  8:30-11:30 

8:30-12:45* 
12:13-  3:30 

Typing 

Word  Processing 

Food  Services* 

Tues.,  Wed.,  Thurs.      6:00-9:00  p.m. 

English  As  A  Second  Language  (ESL) 

Test  of  English  As  A  Foreign  Language  (TOEFL) 

GED 
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Thurs . 
Citizenship 


6:00-9:00  p.m. 


EARLY  CHILDHOOD  PR0FE8SI0HAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACADEMY 

HAMILTON  JHS 
6th  street  and  Brentwood  Parkway,  N.E.  (20002)  W5 

724-3997' 


Hon.  thru  Friday 


9:00  a.m. -3:00  p.m. 


Child  Care  Management  Training 
Child  Development 

Tues.,  Thurs.  3:00-5:00  p.m. 

Training  for  Child  Development  Associate  Certificate  (CDA) 

BLIND  AND  VISUALLY  IMPAIRED  PROGRAM 
LOGAN  SCHOOL 

3rd  and  G  Streets,  N.E.  (20002)  W5 
(202)  727-3850 


Adult  Basic  Education 

Braille 

Braille  (In  Service 

Training) 
Computer  Literacy 
Counseling 


GEO  Preparation 
Life  Skills 

Orientation  &  Mobility 
Sewing 


Mon.,  Wed. 
Thurs . 

Wed. 

Tues . ,  Thurs . 

Mon . ,  Tues . ,  Wed . 

Mon . ,  Wed . 

Fri.  (by  appt.) 

Mon . ,  Tues . ,  Wed . 

Mon. 

(by  appt.) 

Mon . ,  Tues . 


4:00-6:00  p.m. 
1:00-3:00  p.m. 

1:00-3:00  p.m. 
8:00-10:00  a.m. 
12  noon-5:00  p.m. 
4:30-7:30  p.m. 

4:00-6:00  p.m. 
10:00-12  noon 

1:00-3:00  p.m. 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 
COMMUNITY  SCHOOL  FUNDS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1993-1994 


School 
Beers 


Positions 


Operating 
Amount 


Adult 

Budget 

Total 


WAE 
PICA 

Supplies  (DTPS) 
Total 


Bnice-Monroe 

ET-06  Coordinator 
WAE 
PICA 
Benefits 

Supplies  (DTPS) 
Total 


Bunker-Hill 

WAE 
PICA 

Supplies  (DTPS) 
Total 


$    14,821 
1,133 

70 

$    16,024 


$    74,978 


6,669 

509 

70 


$     7,248 


14,821 

1,133 

70 


$    16,024 


$  55,469 

$     0 

8,735 

8,735 

4,911 

667 

5,563 

0 

300 

300 

$      9,702 


6,669 

509 

70 


$     7,248 


Coolidge 

WAE 
PICA 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


$  14,154 

1,082 

400 

$   15,636 


$    14,154 

1,082 

400 

$    15,636 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 
COMMUNITY  SCHOOL  FUNDS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1993-1994 


Adult 

Operating 

Budget 

School 

Positions 

Amount 

Total 

Ferebee-HoDC 

ET-06  Coordinator 

1* 

$  55,469* 

$            0 

WAE 

- 

40,172 

40,172 

PICA 

- 

7,316 

3.072 

Benefits 

- 

5.563 

0 

Supplies  (OTPS) 

- 

$     1.780 

$      1.780 

Total 

110,300 



45,024 

Fort  Lincoln 

ET-06  Coordinator 
WAE 

ncA 

Benefits 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


Marie  Reed 

WAE 
PICA 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


River  Terrace 


$  55,469* 

$           0 

11.220 

11.220 

5,101 

857 

5,563 

0 

160 

160 

$  77.513 


$  16,483 
1,260 

180 

$  17,923 


$  12.237 


$  16,483 

1,260 

180 

$  17,923 


WAE 
PICA 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


$    23.701 

1,812 

760 

$    26,273 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBL\  PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 


$  23,701 

1,812 

760 

$  26.273 
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COMMUNITY  SCHOOL  FUNDS  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1993-1994 


School 

Shaw 

WAE 
PICA 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


Takoma 

ET-06  Coordinator 
WAE 
PICA 
Benefits 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


Winston 

ET-06  Coordinator 
WAE 
PICA 
Benefits 

Supplies  (OTPS) 
Total 


Positions 


Operating 
Amount 


$  25.984 

1,987 

380 

$  28,351 


76.757 


Adult 
Budget 

Total 


$    25,984 

1,987 

380 

$    28,351 


$  55,469* 

$     0 

9,282 

9,282 

4,953 

710 

5.563 

- 

1.490 

1.490 

S     11,482 


$  55,469* 

S      0 

6,871 

6,871 

4.769 

525 

5,563 

0 

70 

70 

$  72,742 


7,466 


GRAND  TOTAL 


$  523,745 


S     197,366 


*ET-06  Coordinators  were  reassigned  to  the  Community  Schools  and  are  not  being  paid  out  of 
Adult  Education  funds. 
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QUESTION: 

23.       Update  the  table  on  page  2180  of  last  year's  hearings  concerning  your  driver 

education  program. 

ANSWER: 

23.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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QUESTION: 

24.      Please  update  the  tables  on  page  2182  of  last  year's  hearings  concerning 

vandalism. 


ANSWER: 

24.   Response  is  provided  below: 

District  of  Columbia  Public  Schools 

Vandalism  Repair  Costs 
October  1,  1993  -  May  16,  1994 


Carpentry 

Plumbing 

Fencing 

Fire  Alarms 

Glazing 

Graffiti 

Locksmith 

Roofing 

Painting 

Welding 

Masonry 

Plastering 

Gardening 

Boiler  Plant 

Total  $29,252 


$4 

.041 

4 

,582 

345 

3 

.342 

4 

.871 

I 

,501 

2 

,587 

0 

2 

,721 

1, 

,757 

255 

0 

3, 

,000 

250 

May  16,  1994 
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QUESTION: 

25.       Please  update  the  tables  on  page  2184  of  last  year's  hearings  concerning 

average  salaries  for  classroom  teachers. 

ANSWER: 

25.       Response   is  provided  below: 

COMPARISON  OF  ANNUAL   SALARIES  OF  OASSROCM  TEACHERS 


SCHOOL  DISTRICT 

WASHINGTON,  D.C.  SY  1992-93  SY  1993-94 

METROPOLITAN  AREA MINIMUM  HAXIMW       MINIMUM  MAXIMUM 


Alexandr la  City 
Ar I Ington  County 
Fairfax  County  4  City 
Montgomery  County 
Prince  George's  County 
Fal  Is  Church  City 
Washington,   D.C. 


VA 

26,826 

57.033 

27,497 

58,459 

VA 

26,272 

44,801 

27,720 

64,319 

VA 

25,000 

54,576 

25,500 

55,776 

MD 

27,484 

55,614 

29,271 

60,414 

MD 

25,000 

50,000 

26,100 

55,848 

VA 

25,345 

57,026 

25,852 

56,874 

23,305 

48,175 

25,937 

53,615 

SY   1992-93  SY  1993-94 

15  URGE  CITY  SCHOa  DISTRICTS MINIMUM  MAXIMUM       MINIMUM         MAXIMUM 

Atlanta  GA  26,724  49,416  Available    In   July 

Baltimore 

Boston 

Ch  icago 

Cleveland 

Dal  las 

Houston 

Los  Angeles 

M  I  Iwaukee 

New  Orleans 

New  York 

F'hi  ladelphia 

St.   Louis 

San  Francisco 

Washington,   D.C. 


MD 

22,162 

45,558 

22,605 

46,500 

MA 

27,357 

47,767 

28,178 

50,470 

ILL 

29,147 

51,860 

27,241 

48,467 

OH 

19,155 

51,017 

24,379 

51,710 

JX 

24,000 

41,021 

24,240 

42,466 

TX 

24,000 

36,748 

24,000 

42,233 

CA 

26,223 

50,492 

26,163 

50,698 

Wl 

23,113 

46,907 

24,413 

50,563 

LA 

20,198 

36,447 

21,006 

37,905 

NY 

26,375 

52,750 

27,441 

54,881 

PA 

26,000 

52,000 

26,780 

55,620 

MO 

22,165 

42,575 

23,598 

45,130 

CA 

26,136 

47,162 

26,660 

48,106 

23,305 

48,175 

25,937 

53,615 
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QUESTION: 

26.       Update  the  table  on  page  2186  of  last  year's  hearings  concerning  the  tenure 

status  of  teachers  in  sen/ice. 

ANSWER: 

26.      Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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QUESTION: 

27.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  listing,  similar  to  that  on  page  2188  of  last  year's 
hearings,  showing  the  quantity  of  fuel,  by  type  of  fuel,  purchased  and  consumed  by  the 
school  system  for  fiscal  year  1993,  1994  estimate  and  1995  budgeted. 

ANSWER: 

27.       Response  is  provided  on  the  attached. 
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QUESTION: 

28.  Please  provide  chart  showing  the  number  and  dollar  value  of  sole-source 
contracts,  competitive-bid  contracts  and  total  contracts  entered  into  by  the  public 
school  system  during  fiscal  year  1992,  1993  and  estimated  for  1994  (see  page  2190  of 
last  year's  hearings.). 

ANSWER: 

28.   Response  is  provided  below: 

DISTRICT   OF   COLUMBIA    PUBLIC    SCHOOLS 
SOLE    SOURCE    AND    COMPETITIVE    CONTRACTS 


YEAR 


1992 


1993 


TYPE 

NUMBER 

AMOUNT 

Sole  Source 

67 

$  5.936,842.00 

Competitive 

156 

25.640,556.00 

Sole  Source 

55 

$  4,164.927.00 

Competitive 

185 

35.176,456.00 

Sole  Source 

54 

$4,931,029.00 

Competitive 

151 

31,407,983.00 
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Teachers'  Retirement  System 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

Tlie  Teachers'  Retirement  System  provides  annuity  payments  and  other  retirement  and  disability 
benefits  for  the  District  teacher  retirees  and  survivors. 

Program  Description 

The  system  administers  active  employees'  retirement  withholdings  and  the  District's  General  Fund 
appropriation.    The  benefits  include  both  pension  payments  and  refund  payments  of  retirement 
contributions  to  employees  who  leave  the  retirement  system  before  attaining  or  vesting  retirement 
eligibility.   These  payments  are  financed  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis  from  active  employees'  retirement 
withholdings  and  the  District's  General  Fund  contribution.   The  latter  payment  is  known  as  the  net 
pay-as-you-go. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  appropriated  budget  request  is  $87,100,000  and  0.0  full-time  equivalent 

(FTE)  positions,  a  decrease  of  $1 1,500,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget 

request. 

FY  1994  Revised:   The  revised  appropriated  budget  request  is  $98,600,000  and  0.0  FTEs,  no  change 
in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

The  decrease  of  $1 1,500,000  in  the  District's  FY  1995  budget  is  the  result  of  a  change  in  the 
inflation/amortization  component  of  the  payment,  due  to  the  following: 

■  nature  of  the  funding  method 

■  higher  than  expected  asset  returns, 

■  zero  payroll  growth,  and 

■  lower  than  expected  inflation. 

Under  the  current  funding  method,  the  District's  required  pension  payments  are  projected  to  increase 
significantly  over  the  next  several  years.    However,  these  payments  will  not  be  sufficient  to  amortize 
the  unfunded  pension  liability.    District  strategies  call  for  a  shared  solution  with  the  federal 
government,  organized  labor  and  other  interested  parties  to  institute  plan  reforms  and  to  reduce  the 
District's  unfunded  liability. 


TiSn^3iiSnoi^ys?eii^5 
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Teachers'  Retirement  System 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (GX) 


Progruns 

Sufllnf-  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding                                                | 

FY  93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FYM 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Annuity  Payment 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

98.800 

98.600 

98.600 

87.100 

Toul  Agency 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

98,800 

98,600 

98.600 

87,100 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

98,800 

98,600 

98,600 

87.100 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrlct  Funds 

0.0 

o.n 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Table  U 


Agency  Outputs  (GX) 


Measures 

FY92 

FY  93 

FY  94 

FY  95 

Average  Disability  Annuity 

$19,561 

$21,051 

$21,051 

$22,091 

Average  Service  Annuity 

$26,874 

$28,619 

$28,639 

$10,117 

Average  Survivors  Annuity 

$11,545 

$12,679 

$12,679 

$11,500 

Numlwr  or  Disability  Retirements  on  the  Rolb 

581 

590 

590 

621 

Number  of  Service  Retirements  on  the  Rolls 

1,028 

2.825 

2.825 

3J61 

Number  of  Survivors  on  the  Rolls 

179 

175 

175 

413 

Table  ID 


Agency  Appropriated  Summary  by  Expenditure  Type  (GX) 


Expenditure  Type 

Staffing  (FTE) 

Funding                                             | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY95 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
Revised 

FY  95 
Proposed 

Personal  Services 

1 

Regular  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional  Gross  Pay 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fringe  Benefits 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  Personal  Services 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NonPer«>nal  Services 

1 

Supplies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Energy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Communications 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Building  Rent 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Services  &  Charges 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Subsidies  &  Transfers 

98,800 

98,600 

98,600 

87,100 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ToUl  NonPersonal  Services 

98,800 

98,600 

98,600 

87,100 

TOTAL  AGENCY 

no 

no 

(in 

0,0 

98,800 

98,600 

98,6(1<1 

87,100 

Public  Education  System 


TT 
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Wednesday,  May  18,  1994. 
governmental  direction  and  support 

D.C.  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

WITNESSES 
JAMES  A.  TYDINGS,  CHAIRMAN 
JEANNA  CULXINS,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 

SHEILA  MORGAN-JOHNSON,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR  FOR  FINANCE 
MARTIN  PFEIFER,  TRUSTEE 
JAMES  BUNN,  TRUSTEE 
BETTY  ANNE  KANE,  TRUSTEE 
MICHAEL  GALLIE,  TRUSTEE 
RALPH  STEVENS,  BOARD  MEMBER  FOR  ACTIVE  D.C.  FIRE  FIGHTERS 
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District  of  Columbia  Retirement  Board 


Agency  Overview 

Mission 

The  mission  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Retirement  Board  is  to  control  and  manage  the  D.  C. 
Teachers'  Retirement  Fund,  the  D.C.  Police  Officers  and  Fire  Fighters'  Retirement  Fund,  and  the 
D.C.  Judges'  Retirement  Fund. 

Agency  Description 

The  Retirement  Board  consists  of  thirteen  trustees;   three  appointed  by  the  Mayor;  three  by  the 
Council;  one  appointed  by  the  Judicial  Counsel;  and  six  elected  by  the  beneficiaries  and  participants. 
The  Board  sets  overall  agency  policy.    Since  its  inception,  the  Board  has  operated  under  a  committee 
system  thereby  providing  a  two-tiered  process  for  fiduciary  review  and  analysis.    In  this  manner  the 
Board,  consistent  with  its  fiduciary  duties,  thoroughly  and  comprehensively  reviews  all  issues  coming 
before  it   The  Board  currently  has  six  standing  committees  (Benefits,  Investment,  Legislative, 
Operations,  Minority  Participation,  and  Search  and  Selection).   To  implement  its  policies  the  Board 
makes  use  of  an  administrative  staff  which  provides  support  services  to  the  Board  and  its  several 
committees.    This  allows  them  to  discharge  their  fiduciary  and  administrative  responsibilities  as  set 
forth  under  Sections  1 2 1  and  1 8 1  of  P.L.  96- 1 22.    The  Retirement  Board  and  its  staff  meet  the 
statutory  and  operational  responsibilities  in  the  following  areas: 

Custody  and  Investment  of  Retirement  Funds; 

Oversight  of  Contributions  to  the  Funds  by  the  District  and  federal  governments  and 
employees; 

Benefit  Payments  to  Annuitants; 

Reporting  and  Disclosure;  and 

Organization  and  Operation  of  the  Board. 

Agency  Budget  Summary 

FY  1995  Proposed:    The  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $12,432,000  and  14.0  FTEs,  an  increase 

of  $1,631,000  and  no  change  in  FTEs  from  the  revised  FY  1994  budget  request. 

FY  1994  Revised:    The  revised  nonappropriated  budget  request  is  $10,801,000  and  14.0  FTEs,  no 
change  in  dollars  and  FTEs  from  the  approved  FY  1994  budget. 

Major  changes  in  the  FY  1995  budget  include: 

■  Increase  in  Asset  Manager  Fees  by  $1,706,000  or  22.1  percent  due  to  fund  asset  growth; 
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■  Decrease  in  Investment  Advisor  fees  of  $75,000  due  to  the  renegotiation  of  the  fee  for  the 

Non-Traditional  Investment  Consultant. 

Budget  Strategy  &  Impacts 

By  the  end  of  FV  1995,  it  is  estimated  that  the  Retirement  Board  will  be  controlling  and  managing 
approximately  $3,312  billion  in  retirement  fund  assets,  which  will  necessitate  increases  in  investment, 
custodianship  and  related  asset  management  fees. 

The  growth  in  retirement  assets  and  increase  in  active  equity  exposure  are  the  reasons  for  cost 
increases  in  the  FY  1995  proposed  budget  request  for  the  D.C  Retirement  Board  .   The  investment 
program  of  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board  is  long-term.    In  view  of  this,  the  Board  has  diversified  its 
asset  allocation  structure  to  minimize  volatility  and  to  participate  in  the  returns  of  major  asset 
classes.    Due  to  the  magnitude  of  the  Board's  unfunded  liability,  the  formulation  of  a  well  diversified 
asset  allocation  structure  is  essential  to  the  overall  objective  of  maximizing  investment  performance 
while  minimizing  portfolio  risk. 


Table  I 


Agency  Staffing  and  Funding  Detail  (DY) 


Programs 

surfing  (FTE  Positions) 

Funding  ($000)                                      | 

FY93 
Actual 

FY  94 
Budget 

FY  94 
Revised 

FY9S 
Proposed 

FY93 
Actual 

FY94 
Budget 

FY94 
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FY  95 
Proposed 

04  RelirenienI  Board 
Administration 

12.1 

14,0 

14.0 

14.0 

1.975 

10.801 

10.801 

12.432 

Total  Agency 

12,1 

14,0 

14.0 

14,0 

1.975 

10.801 

10.801 

12.412 

Appropriated  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Federal  Funds 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

(1,0 

0 

,  0 

0 

0 

Intra-Dlstrict  Funds 

0.0 

0,0 

0.0 

0,0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Funds 

12,1 

14,0 

14,0 

14,0 

1.975 

10.801 

10.801 

12.412 
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Mr.  Dixon.  Next  we  will  take  up  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board. 
We  will  be  back  in  about  two  or  three  minutes.  I  just  noticed 
there  is  a  vote  on. 
[Recess.] 

D.C.  Retirement  Board 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  Committee  will  come  to  order.  We  have  before 
us  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board.  The  Mayor  and  City  Council  are  re- 
questing that  the  Board's  entire  budget  of  $12,432,000  and  14  posi- 
tions for  fiscal  year  1995  be  funded  from  investment  income. 

The  request  reflects  a  net  increase  of  $1,631,000  above  the  fiscal 
year  1994  enacted  appropriation  level  and  no  change  in  the  number 
of  positions. 

The  Board  is  requesting  that  the  entire  $12,432,000  and  14  posi- 
tions be  funded  from  the  District's  general  fund. 

The  Chair  might  note  that  this  controversy  has  been  ongoing 
about  who  is  going  to  pay  the  Board's  administrative  expenses,  and 
generally  speaking,  the  Committee  has  split  that  and  had  each  of 
them  share  a  proportionate  share. 

We  have  with  us  the  Chairman  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Re- 
tirement Board,  James  Tydings,  and  the  Executive  Director, 
Jeanna  Cullins.  There  are  others  here  and  I  will  ask  them  to  iden- 
tify themselves  as  we  call  on  them. 

Mr.  Tydings  if  you  have  a  statement,  I  will  receive  it  for  the 
record.  I  would  prefer  that  you  not  address  at  this  time  the  issue 
of  who  is  going  to  pay  the  Board's  administrative  expenses.  It  is 
a  very  straightforward  issue  that  I  think  Jim  and  I  understand. 

DEFERRAL  OF  $190  MILLION 

But  I  want  to  talk  first  about  the  more  serious  problem,  at  least 
from  my  perspective,  of  the  fact  that  there  is  an  amount  of  money 
owed  the  Retirement  Board  by  the  District  government  that  is  not 
going  to  be  paid  this  year. 

I  use  the  figure  of  $190  million,  and  I  want  you  to  verify  whether 
that  is  correct  or  not.  I  assume  it  is  correct.  I  would  like  for  you 
to  talk  about  the  impact  of  not  receiving  the  $190  million. 

Mr.  Tydings.  I  believe  the  statement  that  I  will  read  will  address 
just  about  every  one  of  those  comments. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay. 

Remarks  of  Chairman  Tydings 

Mr.  Tydings.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia Subcommittee,  House  Appropriations  Committee,  my  name 
is  James  Tydings.  As  Chairman  of  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board,  I 
welcome  this  opportunity  to  discuss  with  you  the  Board's  Fiscal 
Year  1995  Operating  Budget  request,  as  well  as  provide  the  sub- 
committee with  a  brief  progress  report  on  the  Board's  management 
of  the  funds. 

Accompanying  me  today  at  the  witness  table  are:  Jeanna  Cullins, 
the  Board's  Executive  Director;  Jorge  Morales,  the  Board's  Deputy 
Director  of  Operations;  and  Sheila  Morgan  Johnson,  the  Board's 
Deputy  Director  for  Finance. 
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Since  we  last  came  before  the  subcommittee,  I  am  sure  that  some 
of  you  are  aware  that  the  Board  has  been  the  center  of  attention 
on  several  crucial  matters.  We  have  faced  the  Mayor's  delay  of  the 
quarterly  pension  fund  contribution,  and  come  under  criticism  for 
our  investment  and  management  procedures.  Significant  com- 
mentary on  both  have  been  published  by  government  entities,  the 
news  media,  and  members  of  the  general  public. 

For  those  reasons,  with  the  subcommittee's  indulgence,  I  would 
like  to  submit  for  the  record,  the  Board's  fiscal  year  1995  Operating 
Budget  Request  and  testimony  regarding  the  unfunded  liability; 
and  spend  the  remainder  of  the  time  discussing  our  concerns  with 
what  we  believe  to  be  largely  unfounded  criticisms  of  the  Board's 
programs  and  policies,  £ind  the  Mayor's  attempted  raid. 

board's  performance 

During  the  last  year's  budget  hearings,  we  noted  that  the  Board's 
performance  relative  to  its  peers  had  been  outstanding;  performing 
in  the  top  19  percent  of  all  public  pension  plans  over  $1  billion  fol- 
lowed by  the  Board's  investment  consultant.  During  fiscal  year 
1993,  we  also  had  excellent  performance,  generating  a  return  of 
15.6  percent  which  placed  us  not  just  in  the  top  25  percent,  but  the 
top  one  percent.  The  data  through  December  31,  1993,  show  that 
we  again  ranked  in  the  top  one  percent.  Even  with  the  market  vol- 
atility experienced  during  the  last  quarter,  the  total  fund  still  out- 
performed the  S&P  by  109  basis  points.  While  the  market  was 
down  3.84  percent,  the  total  Fund  was  down  only  2.75  percent. 
This  ranked  us  in  the  top  quartile  for  that  period.  We  have  at- 
tached our  most  recent  performance  figures  for  your  information. 

Over  the  past  ten  months  we  have  been  the  subject  of  numerous 
critical  articles,  oversight  hearing  reports,  task  force  reviews,  and 
commentary  discussing  reputed  shortcomings  in  our  performance 
and  management.  As  others  joined  the  band  wagon  of  critics,  most 
of  our  replies  fell  on  deaf  ears;  and  criticisms  continued  to  be  lev- 
eled, even  in  the  face  of  new,  more  favorable  information. 

Mr.  Chairman,  performance  is  a  snap-shot  in  time  and  we  cau- 
tion against  looking  just  at  returns.  Just  as  important  as  our  ac- 
tual investment  returns,  is  the  level  of  risk  assumed  by  the  funds 
to  achieve  the  returns.  One  of  the  few  truisms  of  this  industry  is 
that  greater  returns  usually  entail  a  willingness  to  accept  greater 
risks.  Conversely,  if  a  pension  fund  wished  to  invest  its  assets  more 
conservatively,  one  should  similarly  expect  lower  investment  re- 
turns. Through  the  use  of  sophisticated  software  programs,  we 
have  quantified  the  performance  correlations  between  our  various 
asset  styles  and  classes  so  as  to  maximize  our  portfolio's  diversity 
thereby  minimizing  the  risk.  This  process  is  known  within  the  in- 
dustry as  the  "efficient  frontier"  and  enables  us  to  maintain  a  rel- 
atively high  level  of  equity  exposure  while  keeping  our  overall  risk 
below  average.  We  have  also  attached  a  graph  which  shows  the 
risk/return  posture  of  the  Board  in  comparison  to  the  market. 

SAVINGS  IN  OPERATIONS  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

From  a  meinagement  standpoint,  the  Board  has  realized  signifi- 
cant savings  in  its  operations  and  administrative  costs.  Notwith- 
standing various  charges  of  irresponsible  expenditures,  the  Board 
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takes  its  fiduciary  responsibilities  extremely  seriously.  I  found  it 
interesting  that  in  all  of  the  commentary  regarding  our  operations, 
no  one  considered  it  noteworthy  that  the  Board  ended  fiscal  year 
1993,  24%  under  budget  ($2.5  million)  including  asset  management 
fees.  Indeed,  we  have  been  accused  of  compromising  our  fiduciary 
responsibilities  through  excessive  attention  to  administrative  mat- 
ters despite  the  fact  that  our  investment  performance  during  the 
same  time  period  for  which  this  charge  was  leveled,  ranked  in  the 
top  1  percent  of  our  peers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  as  the  Board's  programs,  philosophies,  and 
operations  have  been  held  accountable  for  our  alleged 
underperformance,  so  should  they  be  given  credit  for  the  present 
status.  There  are  many  who  would  now  like  to  take  credit  for  push- 
ing the  Board  in  the  right  direction,  but  I  want  to  stress  that  the 
programs  and  policies  responsible  for  our  performance  were  imple- 
mented by  the  Board  long  before  the  criticism  began. 

board's  letter-to-the-editor  not  printed 

On  April  26,  1994,  the  Board  forward  a  "Letter-to-the-Editor"  to 
the  Washington  Post  and  Times  that  addressed  many  of  these  criti- 
cisms in  great  detail.  Why  the  papers  have  not  published  it,  I  c£m't 
say,  but  I  do  believe  it  is  useful  for  a  full  and  balanced  review  of 
our  work  £ind  have  therefore  taken  the  liberty  of  attaching  a  copy 
to  my  testimony.  (See  pp.  1106-1107b.) 

I  would  also  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  the  Board's 
senior  staff  and  consultants.  As  anyone  who  has  served  in  my  ca- 
pacity knows,  the  Board's  investment  performance  would  not  be 
possible  but  for  the  knowledge  and  tireless  efforts  of  our  profes- 
sional staff  and  consultants. 

HISTORY  OF  district's  ASSAULT  ON  PENSION  FUNDS 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  assault  on  the  pension  fund  assets  begem  with 
a  small  pinch.  Approximately  three  years  ago,  the  Mayor  proposed 
that  all  the  expenses  of  the  Board  and  the  Funds'  be  paid  out  of 
the  earnings  of  the  Fund.  The  District  had  always  paid  a  portion. 
However,  in  light  of  the  growing  fiscal  problems  of  the  District,  the 
Council  and  the  Congress,  conceded  and  required  all  expenses  to  be 
paid  out  of  earnings.  This  practice  has  continued  for  the  last  three 
years. 

The  assault  escalated  the  following  year  when  the  Mayor  submit- 
ted a  budget,  which  was  clearly  in  violation  of  the  statute,  because 
it  contained  $32  million  less  than  the  actuarial  certified  amount. 
The  statement  accompanying  the  budget  indicated  that  the  amount 
included  "was  enough"  to  make  benefit  payments.  The  Board  was 
forced  to  file  suit.  The  Council  in  its  wisdom  and  consistent  with 
the  law  included  the  full  actuarial  certified  amount. 

This  fiscal  year,  the  Congress  in  an  effort  to  assist  the  Mayor 
with  the  cost  of  her  Youth  Initiative  Program  delayed  the  payment 
of  $2  million  of  the  $52  million  Federal  payment  to  the  Funds  until 
October  1994. 
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mayor's  proposal  to  defer  payments 

Now,  as  everyone  in  this  Chamber  is  aware,  the  Mayor  proposes 
to  delay  $190  million.  As  originally  submitted,  the  Supplemental 
Budget  proposed  a  delay  in  the  payment  of  $152,100,000, 
$73,950,000,  and  $3,600,000  from  the  District's  contributions  to  the 
Police  Officers  and  Firefighters',  Teachers',  and  Judges'  Retirement 
Systems  respectively.  As  I  sit  here  today,  I  am  not  sure  if  we  are 
clear  on  the  exact  parameters  of  the  Mayor's  proposal.  We  are 
aware  that  approximately  $190  million  will  be  delayed.  We  are 
aware  that  $295  million  will  be  due  in  fiscal  year  1995.  We  are 
aware  that  the  Mayor  further  proposes  to  delay  the  fiscal  year  1995 
fourth  quarter  payment  until  fiscal  year  1996.  However,  when  the 
pa3anents  will  be  made,  and  when  the  interest  will  be  paid  is  some- 
thing we  are  aware  of. 

Incidentally,  in  court  papers  recently  filed  by  the  Corporation 
Counsel,  the  Mayor  has  cited  Congress'  deferral  of  $2  million  of  the 
Federal  payment  as  justification  for  her  deferral. 

PENSION  FUND  RAIDS  HALTED  IN  SEVERAL  STATES 

The  Mayor's  proposal  is  not  novel.  Creative,  financially  strapped, 
officials  across  the  country  are  using  methods  employees  and  voters 
do  not  understand,  and  therefore  do  not  protest  the  raids  in  order 
to  help  alleviate  their  immediate  budget  crises.  Their  actions  have 
forced  fiduciaries  to  use  what  means  possible  to  block  these  raids. 
Several  states,  [including  California,  New  York,  Maine,  Kentucky, 
and  Illinois]  have  either  enforced  constitutional  amendments  or  ob- 
tained judicial  determinations  designed  to  prevent  officials  from 
failing  to  make  or  reducing  contributions,  taking  control  of  the  ac- 
tuary, controlling  the  pension  board,  changing  the  accounting 
method,  or  taking  funds  out  of  the  plans,  in  order  to  avoid  raising 
taxes  or  cutting  social  programs.  Several  other  States  have  enacted 
constitutional  amendments  to  insure  that  the  financial  security  of 
their  beneficiaries'  and  participants'  pension  funds  were  not  mort- 
gaged in  order  to  avoid  making  hard  decisions  now. 

BOARD  FORCED  TO  LIQUIDATE  ASSETS 

The  public  reads  that  "no  retirees  will  miss  their  pension  check", 
but  what  they  are  not  told  is  that  this  is  only  because  the  Board, 
not  the  Mayor,  is  liquidating  actual  assets  held  in  the  Permanent 
Fund  to  raise  the  necessary  money.  In  fact,  the  Board  will  be 
forced  to  liquidate  a  little  less  than  10  percent  of  the  total  assets 
of  the  Permanent  Fund,  to  insure  that  the  checks  don't  bounce.  No 
one  worries  as  long  as  current  retiree  checks  are  good,  but  what 
about  future  retirees?  The  remaining  $190  million  due  to  the 
Funds  for  fiscal  year  1994  from  the  District  was  appropriated  to 
pay  current  retirees.  Future  retirees  must  look  to  the  Permanent 
Fund.  This  Fund  already  has  $5  billion  less  than  it  needs  to  meet 
its  obligations.  Now  the  most  underfunded  public  pension  fund  in 
the  country  is  under  attack.  The  very  notion  of  raiding  this  Fund 
makes  a  mockery  of  the  city's  effort  to  convince  Congress  to  ad- 
dress their  75  percent  of  the  unfunded  liability. 
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COUNCIL  ACTION  ON  MAYOR'S  PROPOSED  DEFERRAL 

Thankfully,  with  respect  to  the  Mayor's  budget  proposal,  the 
Council  of  the  District  of  Columbia  again  had  the  political  courage 
to  resist  the  Mayor's  overtures.  Unfortunately,  we  have  no  con- 
fidence that  future  raids  might  not  be  successful.  Furthermore,  as 
Council  Chairman  Clarke  pointed  out,  it  is  the  Mayor  who  writes 
the  checks.  Regardless  of  the  budgets  they  approve,  the  Council's 
actions  cannot  ensure  prompt  pajrment  of  the  pension  contribution. 

SECURITIES  LIQUIDATED  TO  COVER  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  District's  contributions  are  earmarked  for  re- 
tirement benefits  that  are  due  during  the  upcoming  year  and  must 
be  paid.  The  Board  maintains  sufficient  cash  reserves  to  cover  two 
months  of  delayed  benefit  payments,  approximately  $50  million. 
Since  the  1994  reserves  have  already  been  utilized,  we  are  now  in 
the  unprecedented  position  of  having  to  liquidate  $190  million 
worth  of  securities  from  our  portfolios  in  order  to  cover  1994  bene- 
fit payments.  This  amount  was  higher  originally  but  the  District 
did  pay  $40  million  from  the  $200  million  bond  issue,  on  May  9, 
1994. 

mayor's  deferraiVtotal  cost  to  board 

We  estimate  that  the  total  fiscal  costs  assuming  the  Mayor  ulti- 
mately refunds  the  full  amount  could  include  over  $700,000  in  bro- 
kerage commissions;  and  an  estimated  $36  million  in  lost  invest- 
ment earnings,  based  on  last  year's  investment  returns. 

It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  past,  the  Board  utilized  the  short 
term  treasury  rate  plus  3  percent  that  rate  used  by  the  PBGC!  for 
delinquencies  for  late  payments.  However,  at  its  last  meeting,  the 
Board  voted  to  charge  the  return  earned  for  the  one  year  ending 
December  1993,  plus  3  percent.  Since  we  are  using  long  term  as- 
sets a  long  term  rate  is  more  appropriate.  This  rate  is  18.21  per- 
cent. This  is  still  less  than  the  Philadelphia  Board  charged  the  city 
to  borrow  money. 

mayor's  deferral/impact  on  financial  community 

The  Mayor's  actions  make  a  mockery  of  the  city's  efforts  to  show 
it  has  the  fiscal  maturity  to  warrant  an  increased  federal  contribu- 
tion. Indeed,  it  sends  a  clear  message  to  the  entire  financial  com- 
munity that  the  Mayor  views  the  pension  assets  of  the  Districts 
teachers,  police  officers,  firefighters,  and  judges  as  an  "overdraft" 
account  with  which  to  cover  cost  overruns  incurred  as  a  result  of 
her  self  incurred  problems. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  DEFERRAL  OF  PENSION  FUND  PAYMENTS 

We  cannot  afford  the  actuarial  or  investment  impact  of  such 
raids.  The  District  already  has  the  most  underfunded  pension  fund 
of  any  State  Fund  in  the  country,  we  are  51  out  of  the  50  States. 
Proposals  such  as  the  Mayor's  only  further  exacerbate  the  problem. 
Experts  have  pointed  out  that  postponing  pension  contributions  is 
the  single  most  expensive  form  of  borrowing  a  state  can  indulge  In. 
When  you  don't  pay,  you  still  have  to  make  up  the  contribution 


1099 

plus  the  lost  earnings  on  the  money.  The  impact  is  even  worse 
when  the  plan  is  underfunded. 

Frank  Borges,  the  former  Treasurer  of  Connecticut,  In  his  testi- 
mony before  the  State  Legislative  Committee  could  not  have  stated 
our  point  better: 

**Trimming  contributions  to  the  pension  funds  is  a  way  to  cut 
spending  *  *  *  is  only  another  way  to  mortgage  the  future  and 
burden  future  generations  of  taxpayers.  In  short,  continued 
underfunding  of  our  public  pension  plan  drains  income,  robs  us  of 
the  opportunity  to  invest  income,  jeopardizes  our  credit  rating  and 
potentially  breaks  a  contract  with  retirees  who  have  a  right  to  ex- 
pect the  full  benefits  they  [have  been  promised  and]  are  entitled  to, 
and  burdens  generations  of  taxpayers  at  a  time  when  the  taxpayer 
base  is  shrinking." 

district's  FY  1990  COMPREHENSIVE  AMENDMENTS 

In  1990,  the  District  enacted  our  Comprehensive  Amendments 
package.  Several  of  those  provisions  clarified  the  scope  of  the  May- 
or's and  the  City  Council's  fiduciary  responsibilities  and  legal  ac- 
countability, and  the  ability  of  the  Board  to  charge  interest  for  late 
payments  by  the  District.  Underlying  all  of  those  changes  was  an 
understanding  and  appreciation  for  the  covenant  between  the  city 
and  its  employees  whereby  the  fiscal  integrity  of  their  pension  fund 
was  made  a  sacred  trust.  For  all  of  these  reasons,  we  ask  you  to 
assist  us  in  ensuring  that  these  types  of  action  will  not  be  possible 
in  the  future.  We  believe  that  this  could  be  accomplished  in  a  rel- 
atively simple  manner  and  would  welcome  an  opportunity  to  work 
with  your  staff  to  do  so. 

COURT  ACTION  AGAINST  MAYOR/PENSION  PAYMENT  DEFERRALS 

As  you  may  be  aware,  on  February  17,  1994,  the  Board  unani- 
mously voted  to  file  a  complaint  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Supe- 
rior Court  to  compel  the  Mayor  to  contribute  the  full  certified 
amount  in  accordance  with  the  law.  We  believe  that  as  fiduciaries 
of  the  Funds  we  could  do  no  less.  A  trial  is  currently  scheduled  for 
June  6,  1994. 

COLLECTIVE  BARGAINING  AGREEMENTS/ACTUARIAL  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  also  bring  to  your  attention,  the  fact  that 
the  Districts  Collective  Bargaining  Agreements  with  Police  Officers 
and  Firefighters,  provide  several  retention  incentives  that  con- 
stitute "changes  in  benefits.  As  such.  Section  142(d)(1)  of  the  Re- 
tirement Reform  Act  requires  the  District  to  engage  an  actuary  to 
determine  the  five  year  impact  of  those  changes  on  the  Funds.  If 
the  Funds  are  negatively  impacted  by  the  changes  then  Section 
142(d)(2)  requires  the  District  to  amortize  that  amount  over  a  max- 
imum period  of  twenty  five  years.  In  the  past,  changes  such  as 
these  have  cost  the  District  millions  of  dollars  in  additionad,  unan- 
ticipated costs.  Because  of  the  potential  impact,  Section  142  re- 
quires that  the  studies  be  done  before  the  changes  go  into  effect 
and  predicates  the  Federal  contribution  on  such  complismce.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  has  not  been  done.  Despite  repeated  efforts  on  our 
part,  changes  have  been  implemented  without  doing  the  studies.  As 
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a  result,  the  necessary  amounts  to  cover  these  benefit  enhance- 
ments are  not  being  included  annually  into  the  appropriate  funds. 
Therefore,  the  unfunded  liability  is  further  increased.  Members  of 
the  Board  are  scheduled  to  meet  with  representatives  of  the  Dis- 
trict within  the  next  two  weeks  to  discuss  the  issue.  However, 
given  that  their  failure  to  comply  could  result  in  the  Federal  con- 
tribution being  withheld,  we  would  be  remiss  in  our  duties  if  we 
failed  to  note  it  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you 
or  members  of  the  Committee  may  have.  Thank  you. 

PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  TYDINGS 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Tydings  follows:] 


1101 


STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  A.  TYDINGS 

CHAIRMAN 

D.C.  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  SUB-COMMITTEE 


May  18,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Sub-Committee, 
House  Appropriations  Committee,  my  name  is  James  Tydings.  As 
Chairman  of  the  D.C.  Retirement  Board,  I  welcome  this  opportunity  to 
discuss  with  you  the  Board's  Fiscal  Year  1 995  Operating  Budget  request, 
as  well  as  provide  the  Sub-Committee  with  a  brief  progress  report  on  the 
Board's  management  of  the  Funds. 

Accompanying  me  today  at  the  witness  table  are  Board  Trustees:  James 
Bunn,  Michael  Galiie,  Betty  Ann  Kane,  Martin  Pfeifer,  and  Ralph 
Stephens.  Also  with  me  are  Jeanna  Cullins,  the  Board's  Executive 
Director;  Jorge  Morales,  the  Board's  Deputy  Director  of  Operations;  and 
Sheila  Morgan-Johnson,  the  Board's  Deputy  Director  for  Finance. 

Since  we  last  came  before  the  Sub-Committee,  I  am  sure  that  some  of 
you  are  aware  that  the  Board  has  been  the  center  of  attention  on  several 
crucial  matters.  We  have  faced  the  Mayor's  delay  of  the  quarterly 
pension  fund  contribution,  and  come  under  criticism  for  our  investment 
and  management  procedures.  Significant  commentary  on  both  have 
been  published  by  government  entities,  the  news  media,  and  members 
of  the  general  public. 

For  these  reasons,  with  the  Sub-Committee's  indulgence,  I  would  like  to 
submit  for  the  record,  the  Board's  FY  1994  Operating  Budget  Request 
and  testimony  regarding  the  unfunded  liability;  and  spend  the  remainder 
of  my  time  discussing  our  concerns  with  what  we  believe  to  be  largely 
unfounded  criticisms  of  the  Board's  programs  and  policies,  and  the 
Mayor's  attempted  raid. 

During  last  year's  budget  Hearings,  we  noted  that  the  Board's 
performance  relative  to  its  peers  had  been  outstanding;  performing  in  the 
top  19%  of  all  public  pension  plans  over  $1  billion  followed  by  the 
Board's  investment  consultant!  During  Fiscal  Year  1993,  we  also  had 
excellent  performance,  generating  a  return  of  1 5.6%  which  placed  us  not 
just  in  the  top  25%,  but  the  top  1%!    The  data  through  December  31, 
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1993,  show  that  we  again  ranked  in  the  top  1%!  Even  with  the  market 
volatility  experienced  during  the  last  quarter,  the  total  fund  still 
outperformed  the  S&P  by  1 09  basis  points.  While  the  market  was  down 
3.84%,  the  total  Fund  was  down  only  2.75%.  This  ranked  us  in  the  top 
quartile  for  the  period.  We  have  attached  our  most  recent  performance 
figures  for  your  information.    (Attachment  1) 

Over  the  past  ten  months  we  have  been  the  subject  of  numerous  critical 
articles,  oversight  Hearing  reports.  Task  Force  Reviews,  and  commentary 
discussing  reputed  shortcomings  in  our  performance  and  management. 
As  others  joined  the  band  wagon  of  critics,  most  of  our  replies  fell  on 
deaf  ears;  and  criticisms  continued  to  be  leveled,  even  in  the  face  of 
new,  more  favorable  information. 

Mr.  Chairman,  performance  is  a  snap-shot  in  time  and  we  caution 
against  looking  just  at  returns.  Just  as  important  as  our  actual 
investment  returns,  is  the  level  of  risk  assumed  by  the  Funds  to  achieve 
the  returns.  One  of  the  few  truisms  of  this  industry  is  that  greater 
returns  usually  entail  a  willingness  to  accept  greater  risks.  Conversely, 
if  a  pension  fund  wished  to  invest  its  assets  more  conservatively,  one 
should  similarly  expect  lower  investment  returns.  Through  the  use  of 
sophisticated  software  programs,  we  have  quantified  the  performance 
correlations  between  our  various  asset  styles  and  classes  so  as  to 
maximize  our  portfolio's  diversity  (thereby  minimizing  the  risk).  This 
process  is  known  within  the  industry  as  the  "efficient  frontier"  and 
enables  us  to  maintain  a  relatively  high  level  of  equity  exposure  while 
keeping  our  overall  riskiness  below  average.  We  have  also  attached  a 
graphic  which  shows  the  risk/return  posture  of  the  Board  in  comparison 
to  the  market  (Attachment  2). 

From  a  management  stand  point,  the  Board  has  realized  significant 
savings  in  its  operations  and  administrative  costs.  Notwithstanding 
various  charges  of  irresponsible  expenditures,  the  Board  takes  its 
fiduciary  responsibilities  extremely  seriously,  i  found  it  interesting  that 
in  all  of  the  commentary  regarding  our  operations,  no  one  considered  it 
noteworthy  that  the  Board  ended  Fiscal  Year  1993,  24%  underbudget 
($2.5  million)  including  asset  management  fees.  Indeed,  we  have  been 
accused  of  compromising  our  fiduciary  responsibilities  through 
excessive  attention  to  administrative  matters  despite  the  fact  that  our 
investment  performance  during  the  same  time  period  for  which  this 
charge  was  leveled,  ranked  in  the  top  1%  of  our  peers! 
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Mr.  Chairman,  just  as  the  Board's  programs,  philosophies,  and 
operations  have  been  held  accountable  for  our  alleged 
underperformance,  so  should  they  be  given  credit  for  the  present  status. 
There  are  many  who  would  now  like  to  take  credit  for  pushing  the  Board 
in  the  right  direction,  but  I  want  to  stress  that  the  programs  and  policies 
responsible  for  our  performance  were  implemented  by  the  Board  long 
before  the  criticisms  began.  On  April  26,  1994,  the  Board  forward  a 
"Letter-to-the-Editor"  to  the  Washington  Post  and  Times  that  addressed 
many  of  these  criticisms  in  greater  detail.  Why  the  papers  have  not 
published  it  I  can't  say,  but  I  do  believe  it  is  useful  for  a  full  and 
balanced  review  of  our  work  and  have  therefore  taken  the  liberty  of 
attaching  a  copy  to  my  testimony,  (see  attachment  3) 

I  also  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  the  Board's  senior  staff  and 
consultants.  As  anyone  who  has  served  in  my  capacity  knows,  the 
Board's  investment  performance  would  not  be  possible  but  for  the 
knowledge  and  tireless  efforts  of  our  professional  staff  and  consultants. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  assault  on  the  pension  plan's  assets  began  with  a 
small  pinch.  Approximately  three  years  ago,  the  Mayor  proposed  that  all 
the  expenses  of  the  Board  and  the  Funds'  be  paid  out  of  the  earnings  of 
the  Fund.  The  District  had  always  paid  a  portion.  However,  in  light  of 
the  growing  fiscal  problems  of  the  District,  the  Council  and  the 
Congress,  conceded  and  required  all  expenses  to  be  paid  out  of 
earnings.  This  practice  has  continued  for  the  last  three  years. 

The  assault  escalated  the  following  year  when  the  Mayor  submitted  a 
budget,  which  was  clearly  in  violation  of  the  statute,  because  it  contained 
$32  million  less  than  the  actuarial  certified  amount.  The  statement 
accompanying  the  budget  indicated  that  the  amount  included  "was 
enough"  to  make  benefit  payments.  The  Board  was  forced  to  file  suit. 
The  Council  in  its  wisdom  and  consistent  with  the  law  included  the  full 
actuarial  certified  amount. 

This  fiscal  year,  the  Congress  in  an  effort  to  assist  the  Mayor  with  the 
cost  of  her  Youth  Initiative  Program  delayed  the  payment  of  $2  million  of 
the  $52  million  Federal  payment  to  the  Funds  until  October  1994. 

Now,  as  everyone  in  this  Chamber  is  aware,  the  Mayor  proposes  to  delay 
$190  million.  As  originally  submitted,  the  Supplemental  Budget 
proposed  a  delay  in  the  payment  of  $152,100,000,  $73,950,000,  and 
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$3,600,000  from  the  District's  contributions  to  the  Police  Officers  and 
Firefighters',  Teachers',  and  Judges'  Retirement  Systems  respectively. 
As  I  sit  here  today,  I  am  still  not  sure  if  we  are  clear  on  the  exact 
parameters  of  the  Mayor's  proposal.  We  are  aware  that  approximately 
$190  million  will  be  delayed.  We  are  aware  that  $295  million  will  be  due 
in  FY  95.  We  are  aware  that  the  Mayor  further  proposes  to  delay  the  FY 
95  fourth  quarter  payment  until  FY  96.  However,  when  the  payments  will 
be  made,  and  when  the  interest  will  be  paid  is  something  we  are  nst 
aware  of. 

Incidentally,  in  court  papers  recently  filed  by  the  Corporation  Counsel, 
the  Mayor  has  cited  Congress'  deferral  of  $2  million  of  the  Federal 
payment  as  justification  for  her  deferral. 

The  Mayor's  proposal  is  not  novel.  Creative,  financially  strapped, 
officials  across  the  country  are  using  methods  employees  and  voters  do 
not  understand,  and  therefore  do  not  protest  the  raids  in  order  to  help 
alleviate  their  immediate  budget  crises.  Their  actions  have  forced 
fiduciaries  to  use  what  means  possible  to  block  these  raids.  Several 
states,  [including  California,  New  York,  Maine,  Kentucky,  and  Illinois] 
have  either  enforced  constitutional  amendments  or  obtained  judicial 
determinations  designed  to  prevent  officials  from  failing  to  make  or 
reducing  contributions,  taking  control  of  the  actuary,  controlling  the 
Pension  Board,  changing  the  accounting  method,  or  taking  funds  out  of 
the  plans,  in  order  to  avoid  raising  taxes  or  cutting  social  programs. 
Several  other  states  have  enacted  constitutional  amendments  to  insure 
that  the  financial  security  of  their  beneficiaries'  and  participants'  pension 
funds  were  not  mortgaged  in  order  to  avoid  making  hard  decisions  now. 

The  public  reads  that  "no  retirees  will  miss  a  pension  check"  but  what 
they  are  not  told  is  that  this  is  only  because  the  Board,  not  the  Mayor, 
is  liquidating  actual  assets  held  in  the  Permanent  Fund  to  raise  the 
necessary  money.  In  fact,  the  Board  will  be  forced  to  liquidate  a  little 
less  than  10%  of  the  total  assets  of  the  Permanent  Fund,  to  insure  that 
the  checks  don't  bounce.  No  one  worries  as  long  as  current  retirees' 
checks  are  good,  but  what  about  future  retirees?  The  remaining  $190 
million  due  to  the  Funds  for  FYg4  from  the  District  was  appropriated  to 
pay  current  retirees.  Future  retirees  must  look  to  the  Permanent  Fund. 
This  Fund  already  has  $5  billion  less  than  it  needs  to  meet  its 
obligations.  Now  the  most  underfunded  public  pension  fund  in  the 
country  is  under  attack.   The  very  notion  of  raiding  this  Fund  makes  a 
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mockery  of  the  city's  effort  to  convince  Congress  to  address  thieir  75% 
of  the  unfunded  liability. 

Thankfully,  with  respect  to  the  Mayor's  budget  proposal,  the  Council  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  again  had  the  political  courage  to  resist  the 
Mayor's  overtures.  Unfortunately,  we  have  no  confidence  that  future 
raids  might  not  be  successful.  Furthermore,  as  Council  Chairman  Clarke 
pointed  out,  it  is  the  Mayor  who  writes  the  checks.  Regardless  of  the 
budgets  they  approve,  the  Council's  actions  cannot  ensure  prompt 
payment  of  the  pension  contribution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  District's  contributions  are  earmarked  for  retirement 
benefits  that  are  due  during  the  upcoming  year  and  must  be  paid.  The 
Board  maintains  sufficient  cash  reserves  to  cover  two  months  of  delayed 
benefit  payments  (approximately  $50  million).  Since  the  1994  reserves 
have  already  been  utilized,  we  are  now  in  the  unprecedented  position  of 
having  to  liquidate  $190  million  worth  of  securities  from  our  portfolios  in 
order  to  cover  1 994  benefit  payments.  This  amount  was  higher  originally 
but  the  District  did  pay  the  Board  $40  million  from  the  $200  million  bond 
issue,  on  May  9, 1994.  We  estimate  that  the  total  fiscal  costs  (assuming 
the  Mayor  ultimately  refunds  the  full  amount)  could  include  over 
$700,000  in  brokerage  commissions;  and  an  estimated  $36  million  in  lost 
Investment  earnings,  based  on  last  year's  investment  returns. 

It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  past,  the  Board  utilized  the  short-term 
treasury  rate  plus  3%  (that  rate  used  by  the  PBGC  for  delinquencies)  for 
late  payments.  However,  at  its  last  meeting,  the  Board  voted  to  charge 
the  return  earned  for  the  one  year  ending  December  1993,  plus  3%. 
Since  we  are  using  long  term  assets  a  long  term  rate  is  more 
appropriate.  This  rate  is  18.21%.  This  is  still  less  than  the  Philadelphia 
Board  charged  the  city  to  borrow  money. 

The  Mayor's  actions  makes  a  mockery  of  the  city's  efforts  to  show  it  has 
the  fiscal  maturity  to  warrant  an  increased  federal  contribution.  Indeed, 
it  sends  a  clear  message  to  the  entire  financial  community  that  the  Mayor 
views  the  pension  assets  of  the  District's  teachers,  police  officers, 
firefighters,  and  judges  as  an  "overdraft"  account  with  which  to  cover 
cost  overruns  incurred  as  a  result  of  her  self  incurred  problems. 

We  can  not  afford  the  actuarial  nor  investment  impact  of  such  raids.  The 
District  already  has  the  most  underfunded  pension  fund  of  any  State 
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Fund  in  the  country,  we  are  51  out  of  the  50  states.  Proposals  such  as 
the  Mayor's  only  further  exacerbate  the  problem.  Experts  have  pointed 
out  that  postponing  pension  contributions  is  the  single  most  expensive 
form  of  borrowing  a  state  can  indulge  in.  When  you  don't  pay,  you  still 
have  to  make  up  the  contribution  plus  the  lost  earnings  on  the  money. 
The  impact  is  even  worse  when  the  plan  is  underfunded. 

Frank  Borges,  the  former  Treasurer  of  Connecticut,  in  his  testimony 
before  the  State  Legislative  Committee  could  not  have  stated  our  point 
better: 

'Trimming  contributions  to  the  pension  funds  is  a  way  to  cut 
spending.. .is  only  another  way  to  mortgage  the  future  and 
burden  future  generations  of  taxpayers.  In  short,  continued 
underfunding  of  our  public  pension  plan  drains  income,  robs 
us  of  the  opportunity  to  invest  income,  jeopardizes  our  credit 
rating  and  potentially  breaks  a  contract  with  retirees  who 
have  a  right  to  expect  the  full  benefits  they  [have  been 
promised  and]  are  entitled  to,  and  burdens  generations  of 
taxpayers-at  a  time  when  the  taxpayer  base  is  shrinking." 

In  1990,  the  District  enacted  our  Comprehensive  Amendments  package. 
Several  of  those  provisions  clarified  the  scope  of  the  Mayor's  and 
Council's  fiduciary  responsibilities  and  legal  accountability,  and  the 
ability  of  the  Board  to  charge  interest  for  late  payments  by  the  District. 
Underlying  all  of  those  changes  was  an  understanding  and  appreciation 
for  the  covenant  between  the  city  and  its  employees  whereby  the  fiscal 
integrity  of  their  pension  fund  was  made  a  sacred  trust.  For  all  of  these 
reasons,  we  ask  you  to  assist  us  in  ensuring  that  these  types  of  action 
will  not  be  possible  in  the  future.  We  believe  that  this  could  be 
accomplished  in  a  relatively  simple  manner  and  would  welcome  an 
opportunity  to  work  with  your  stafif  to  do  so. 

As  you  may  be  aware,  on  February  17,  1994,  the  Board  unanimously 
voted  to  file  a  complaint  in  the  District  of  Columbia  Superior  Court  to 
compel  the  Mayor  to  contribute  the  full  certified  amount  in  accordance 
with  the  law.  We  believe  that  as  fiduciaries  of  the  Funds  we  could  do  no 
less.   A  trial  is  currently  scheduled  for  June  6,  1994. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  also  bring  to  your  attention,  the  fact  that  the 
Districts  Collective  Bargaining  Agreements  with  Police  Officers  and 
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Firefighters,  provide  several  retention  incentives  that  constitute  "changes 
in  benefits".  As  such,  Section  142(d)(1)  of  th6  Retirement  Reform  Act 
requires  the  District  to  engage  an  actuary  to  determine  the  five  year 
impact  of  those  changes  on  the  Funds.  If  the  Funds  are  negatively 
impacted  by  the  changes  then  Section  142(d)(2)  requires  the  District  to 
amortize  that  amount  over  a  maximum  period  of  twenty-five  years.  In  the 
past,  changes  such  as  these  have  cost  the  District  millions  of  dollars  in 
additional,  unanticipated  costs.  Because  of  the  potential  impact.  Section 
142  requires  that  the  studies  be  done  before  the  changes  go  into  effect 
and  predicates  the  federal  contribution  on  such  compliance.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  has  not  been  done.  Despite  repeated  efforts  on  our  part, 
changes  have  been  implemented  without  doing  the  studies.  As  a  result, 
the  necessary  amounts  to  cover  these  benefit  enhancements  are  not 
being  included  annually  into  the  appropriate  funds.  Therefore,  the 
unfunded  liability  is  further  increased.  Members  of  the  Board  are 
scheduled  to  meet  with  representatives  of  the  District  within  the  next  two 
weeks  to  discuss  the  issue.  However,  given  that  their  failure  to  comply 
could  result  in  the  Federal  contribution  being  withheld,  we  would  be 
remiss  in  our  duties  if  we  failed  to  note  it  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  or 
members  of  the  Committee  may  have.  Thank  you. 
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DC  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

PERFORMANCE  VS.  PUBLIC  FUNDS  OVER  $1  Bn  I  ION 

PERIODS  ENDED  MARCH  31, 1994 
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f ATTACHMENT2    (See   page   1102) 


DC  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

RISK/REWARD  STRUCTURE 

FIVE  YEARS  ENDED  MARCH  31.  1994 
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ATTACHMENT    3    (SEE  PAGE   1103) 

Dear  Meg; 

In  view  of  continued  commentary  regarding  the  fiscal  management  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Retirement  Board,  I  feel  compelled  to  respond  to  certain  misconceptions  and 
distorted  portrayals  presented  to  date.  As  Chairman  of  the  Retirement  Board  I  can  not 
overstate  my  disappointment  with  the  incessant  criticisms  levied  against  the  Board's 
investment  programs  and  internal  policies.  Since  last  August  we  have  worked  in  good  faith 
wdth  the  media.  Council  Oversight  Committees  and  Delegate  Norton's  Task  Force  to  provide 
clarity  in  an  extremely  complex,  and  sophisticated  area,  only  to  see  our  information 
selectively  published  out  of  context,  inaccurately,  or  not  at  all.  Whether  this  was  a  function 
of  unfamiliarity  or  political  agendas  I  cannot  say,  but  the  net  result  has  been  an  invidious 
attack  on  the  Board  and  its  trustees.  Delegate  Norton's  Task  Force,  which  enjoyed  an  aura 
of  credibility  by  virtue  of  its  congressional  status  and  members'  resumes,  was  a  particular 
disappointment.  We  found  large  portions  of  their  Report  to  be  little  more  than  bureauaatic 
double-speak,  and  many  of  its  sweeping  conclusions  unfounded  or  ill-conceived. 

Clearly  independent  government  agencies  should  be  held  accountable  for  their  actions. 
However,  all  legitimate  concerns  regarding  any  investment  program  must  ultimately  be 
judged  against  their  impact  on  investment  returns,  and  the  accurate  assessment  of 
investment  performance  is  not  an  easy  task.  (Indeed,  the  Norton  Task  Force  itself  admitted 
that  "the  Task  Force  is  not  an  expert  in  the  valuation  of  portfolios.")  Therefore,  it  is 
essential  to  avoid  erroneous  assumptions  and  hyperbole.  In  this  respect,  much  of  the 
commentary  to-date  has  been  lacking.  By  any  objective  standard,  the  Board  has  much  to 
be  proud  of.  Unfortunately,  most  of  the  reviews  did  not  deem  it  necessary  to  reference  our 
accomplishments  in  their  critiques.  Accordingly,  several  points  follow  below  which  I  believe 
are  relevant  to  a  balanced  analysis  of  the  Board's  programs. 

•  For  the  year  end  1993,  the  Board  generated  an  investment  return  of  15.2%  which 
ranked  not  just  in  the  top  25%  of  our  peers,  but  the  top  2%!  More  important,  our  average 
returns  over  the  past  four  and  five  years  have  ranked  in  the  top  1%  and  34%  respeaively! 
(The  Board  has  only  been  actively  managing  the  assets  of  the  Funds  for  eleven  years.) 
Nevertheless,  the  various  reviews  have  repeatedly  refused  to  acknowledge  anything  other 
than  that  the  Board  had  "boosted  its  short-term  performance."  (Emphasis  added)  This 
reluctance  is  particularly  offensive  in  light  of  the  fact  that,  in  1992,  those  same  four  and  five 
year  periods  represented  the  very  genesis  of  the  reviewers'  criticism  of  our  long-term 
performance,  which  in  turn  formed  the  basis  for  their  subsequent  reconunendations. 

•  Reference  only  to  investment  returns  as  the  standard  by  which  performance  is 
measured  fails  to  consider  the  relative  risk  profile  of  a  portfolio.  One  of  the  few  truisms 
of  this  industry  is  that  in  order  to  attain  greater  returns  one  must  be  willing  to  accept 
greater  risks.  Conversely,  conservative  investments  generally  provide  lower  retxims.  In  prior 
years,.  Board  policies  were  particularly  conservative,  with  significant  allocations  in  cash  or 
cash-equivalents.  In  1992,  the  Board  adopted  a  more  aggressive  policy  designed  to  generate 
greater  returns.  Moreover,  through  the  use  of  sophisticated  software  programs  we  were  able 
to  quantify  how  our  various  assets  performed  under  different  market  conditions,  and 
therefore  were  able  to  subsequently  correlate  our  portfolios  in  a  way  that  maximized  their 
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diversity  (thereby  reducing  our  risk).  This  process  is  known  within  the  industry  as  the 
"efficient  frontier"  and  enabled  us  to  achieve  the  superior  returns  noted  above,  even  while 
maintaining  a  lower  than  average  risk  proGle! 

•  As  anyone  who  has  ever  invested  their  own  money  knows,  the  markets  fluctuate  from 
period-to-period,  and  investments  go  up  and  down.  Notwithstanding,  the  cornerstone  of 
modern  pension  investing  is  a  willingness  to  accept  short-terra  under-performance  in 
anticipation  of  superior  long-term  returns.  As  the  legendary  manager  Peter  Lynch  often 
said,  "(i]t  takes  years,  not  months  to  produce  big  results."  The  Board's  long-term  strategic 
asset  allocation  was  implemented  after  extensive  deliberation  and  analysis  by  the  trustees 
and  acknowledged  experts  in  the  institutional  investment  field.  In  doing  so,  the  Board 
intended  the  program  to  be  flexible,  capable  of  growing  and  adapting  to  new  innovations 
and  changed  market  conditions.  Its  target  asset  allocations  (as  established  pursuant  to  our 
"efficient  frontier"  and  updated  periodically)  are  achieved  through  the  retention  of  various 
investment  managers  who,  in  turn,  operate  pursuant  to  written  investment  guidelines, 
specific  to  each  asset  class  and  manager,  albeit  as  separate  documents.  Tactical  decisions 
are  systematically  implemented  in  strict  compliance  with  those  strategic  philosophies  and 
targets.  Although  there  is  no  single  document  integrating  all  of  our  written  materials  (as 
noted  and  suggested  by  the  Norton  Task  Force),  the  guidelines  and  strategic  plans  do  exist 
and  do  control  the  way  the  Board  functions.  As  a  result,  the  development  of  such  an 
integrated  document,  while  perhaps  convenient  for  reviewing  task  forces,  would  have 
negligible  impact  on  actual  investment  returns. 

•  The  Board  takes  its  fiduciary  responsibilities  very  seriously  and  is  particularly  diligent 
with  respect  to  its  operational  expenditures.  As  reflected  in  our  financial  statements,  the 
Board  consistently  comes  in  underbudget  each  and  every  year.  In  1993,  largely  as  a  result 
of  renegotiating  advisor  fees  long  before  the  issue  of  fees  was  presented  in  the  press,  the 
Board  finished  the  year  24%  underbudget!  However,  I  must  stress  that  such  diligence  was 
in  addition  to,  not  the  exclusion  of,  the  Board's  investment  obligations.  To  suggest  (as  the 
Norton  Task  Force  did)  that  the  Board's  prudent  consideration  of  more  issues,  rather  than 
less,  somehow  "interfered  with  its  ability  to  discharge  its  fiduciary  obligations,"  is  inexplicable 
and  near-libelous.  Aside  from  questioning  the  merits  of  the  Task  Force's  concern  that  we 
are  excessively  involved  in  administrative  matters,  their  linkage  of  that  charge  with  an 
assertion  that  the  Board  thereby  breached  its  fidudary  duty  and  dimiiu'shed  investment 
returns,  defies  logic.  In  point  of  fact,  during  the  time  period  for  which  the  Board  is  accused 
of  excessive  involvement,  our  investment  performance  has  ranked  in  the  top  1%  of  all  public 
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fiinds  in  excess  of  $1  billion.  Recent  press  reports  on  the  governing  boards  of  Blue 
Cross/Blue  Shield  and  United  Way  amply  illustrate  the  potential  consequences  of  a  "hands- 
ofT  approach. 

•  Since  inception,  the  Board  has  felt  that  the  congressionally  enacted  law  which 
established  the  Board  envisioned  that  assets  of  the  Fund  would  be  managed  externally. 
Consequently,  we  elected  to  utilize  outside  managers  to  manage  the  assets  of  the  Fund 
rather  than  retain  a  large  number  of  in-house  staff.  Recent  surveys  show  that  almost  70% 
of  the  largest  public  funds  manage  between  90-100%  of  their  assets  externally.  Further, 
most  of  our  accounts  are  actively  managed,  reflecting  the  Board's  philosophy  that  over  the 

long-term,  active  management  adds  value  over-and-above  that  achieved  through  passive 
management  techm'ques.  In  point  of  fact,  the  Board's  actual  investment  returns  have 
outperformed  a  "passive"  model  portfolio,  based  on  the  Board's  target  asset  allocation,  in 
three  of  the  last  four  years,  adding  a  total  of  3.3%  to  the  overall  returns.  That  kind  of 
"value  added"  has  in  fact  added  millions  of  dollars  to  the  Funds. 

•  While  trustees  of  public  pension  funds  receive  compensation  pursuant  to  a  variety 
of  formulas,  the  Bpardmember's  compensation  was  mandated  by  Congress  in  1979  when 
they  drafted  the  Board's  enabling  legislation.  Furthermore,  Board  positions  are  by  no 
means  ceremomal  in  nature.  Board  trustees  are  called  upon  to  make  policy  decisions 
affecting  billions  of  dollars  for  which  they  are  personally  liable  and  may  not  be  indemnified 
by  the  Fund.  In  this  regard,  the  actual  amount  of  compensation  received  by  a  trustee  is 
effected  by  the  offices  and  attendant  responsibilities  they  hold  on  the  Board,  whether  they 
are  also  active  members  of  a  participant  group,  and  other  related  considerations. 

•  As  with  compensation,  the  Board's  traim'ng  and  education  authority  was  predicated 
upon  internal  procedures  supported  by  legislation  promulgated  by  the  Council  of  the  District 


1107B 


of  Columbia.  Notwithstanding,  in  furtherance  of  a  movement  towards  increased  structure 
and  accountability,  the  Board  established  an  internal  cap  on  expenditures  for  trustee  training 
and  education  in  January,  1990. 

In  summary,  the  criticisms  advanced  these  past  months,  focused  on  a  number  of 
issues  that  should  always  be  considered  in  the  review  of  public  pension  funds.  Unlike  most 
other  public  pension  funds  (and  contrary  to  the  Norton  Task  Force's  assertion),  the  Board's 
governing  statute  was  drawn  virtually  verbatim  from  ERISA,  As  such,  we  have  always 
conducted  our  operations,  and  expect  to  be  judged  by  others,  in  accordance  with  ERISA's 
fiduciary  standards.  The  beneficiaries  and  participants  of  the  retirement  Funds,  as  well  as 
the  city  as  a  whole,  deserve  no  less.  Unfortunately,  as  illustrated  above,  with  respect  to  the 
Board  much  of  the  relevant  data  regarding  our  operations  have  been  either  misstated  or 
omitted  from  the  debate;  and  it  is  a  shame  that  no  one  has  exhibited  the  political  courage 
to  stand  in  public  opposition.  The  beneficiaries  and  participants  of  the  retirement  Funds, 
as  well  as  the  city  as  a  whole,  deserve  better. 


Respectfully, 

^^mes  A.  Tydings      " 
Chairman,  D.C.  Retirement  Board 


1108 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you  very  much.  It  was  a  very  comprehensive 
statement  and  I  think  you  have  made  it  well. 

PAYMENTS  DUE  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

We  both  agree  that  the  amount  the  Mayor  is  deferring  is  $190 
million.  Has  there  been  any  conversation  or  is  there  any  arrange- 
ment as  to  the  interest  to  be  paid  on  that  amount? 

Mr.  Tydings.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  understand  there  is  a  lawsuit,  but  has  the  District 
voluntarily  agreed  to  pay  the  retirement  funds? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  In  the  proposed  budget  supplement,  Mr.  Chairman, 
they  have  a 

Mr.  Ddcon.  You  mean  the  fiscal  year  1994  supplemental. 

INTEREST  rate/long  TERM  VS.  SHORT  TERM 

Ms.  CULLINS.  You  will  rec£dl  that  when  they  were  proposing  to 
defer  the  payment,  they  were  proposing  to  pay  an  interest  rate  of 
7.5  percent.  The  normal  interest  rate  that  we  charged  on  the  delin- 
quencies before  was  the  short  term  Treasury  rate  plus  3  percent. 
That  changes  monthly.  It  was  around  7  percent.  Normally  it  is 
around  the  6  percent  to  7  percent  range,  somewhere  in  there.  The 
Board  voted  at  its  last  meeting  however  since 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  mean  the  Retirement  Board. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  The  Retirement  Board  voted,  because  we  were 
using  long  term  assets  out  of  the  permanent  fund  instead  of  re- 
serves we  had  set  aside  in  the  event  of  delays,  to  use  a  long  term 
interest  rate,  so  we  proposed  using  the  long  term  interest  rate  that 
we  earned  last  year  which  was  for  the  year  ending  December  31, 
1993,  which  was  15.2  percent  plus  a  3  percent  penalty.  So  instead 
of  using  a  short  term  rate,  we  were  using  the  long  term  rate. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  where  Mr.  Tydings  comes  up  with  the  18  per- 
cent. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  18.21%.  We  did  in  fact  provide  the  Mayor  with  that 
new  rate  at  the  beginning  of  this  week. 

$19  MILLION  INTEREST  DUE  ON  DEFERRAL 

We  estimate  that  based  on  the  outstanding  amount  of  $190  mil- 
lion, considering  that  we  received  $40  million  on  May  9th  at  a  rate 
of  18.21  percent  as  of  September  30th,  1994,  the  interest  will  be 
approximately  $19  million. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Added  to  the  $190  million? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Yes,  sir.  Added  to  the  $295  million. 

Mr.  DixON.  Let's  not  talk  about  the  $295  million  at  this  point. 
Let's  just  stay  with  the  $190  million.  The  $295  million  is  what  will 
be  owed  for  FY  1995? 

Ms.  CuLLiNS.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  So  approximately  $20  million  additional  dollars? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Yes,  sir. 

RETIREMENT  BOARD  DETERMINES  INTEREST  RATE 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  it  is  my  understanding  of  the  law  that  it  is  the 
right  or  the  responsibility  of  the  Retirement  Board  to  fix  the  rate. 
Ms.  CULLINS.  Yes,  sir. 
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Mr.  Dexon.  Is  that  your  understanding  of  the  law? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  The  law  specifically  says  that  the  Board  shall  set 
a  rate  consonant  with  its  fiduciary  responsibilities. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Right.  Is  that  a  part  of  the  lawsuit?  I  was  told  that 
it  was. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Interest  is  anticipated  in  the  lawsuit.  The  lawsuit 
is  based  on  the  statute  as  it  is  currently  written.  As  the  statute  is 
currently  written,  there  is  some  flexibility  with  respect  to  the  first 
quarter  payment.  It  is  to  be  paid  30  days  after  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  or  30  days  after  the  amounts  are  appropriated,  which- 
ever comes  later. 

The  remaining  quarterly  payments  are  specifically  due  on  the 
first  day  of  the  quarter. 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  when  you  calculate  the  18.3  percent,  I  think 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  an  annual  rate? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  That  rate  is  compounded  daily.  As  is  the  PBGC 
rate  so  this 

deferral/interest  CALCULATION  DATES 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  when  you  figure  out  how  much  they  owed,  when 
did  you  assume  they  would  make  the  payments? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  We  are  using 

Mr.  Dexon.  October  1? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  It  is  calculated  as  of  September  30th. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  It  is  calculated  on  the  September  30th  pajonent? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Right.  Yes,  sir.  It  backs  out  the  $40  million  that 
was  already  received  on  May  9th. 

Mr.  Dexon.  I  understand  that.  All  right. 

DEFERRAL/CONSEQUENCES  ON  PERMANENT  FUND 

Now,  if  I  understand  you  correctly,  you  are  saying  that  to  cover 
this  $190  million  deferral  or  shortfall,  of  revenue  to  the  Board,  you 
will  have  to  dip  into  your  permanent  investment  fund.  There  is  no 
other  way. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  We  have  already  dipped  into  it. 

Mr.  Dixon.  There  is  no  other  way  to  do  it? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  No,  sir.  About  a  year-and-a-half  ago,  we  went  to  a 
zero  allocation  to  cash.  We  do  keep  a  reserve  of  cash  enhanced  ac- 
count with  one  of  our  managers  to  cover  two  months  of  benefits 
payments  plus  administrative  expenses.  Two  months  payment  we 
figure  is  roughly  $50  million,  so  that  is  normally  the  amount  we 
keep  in  this  reserve  account.  That  was  what  we  used  for  the  first 
two  months  delay.  As  the  delay  continued,  we  had  to  look  else- 
where to  meet  benefits  payments. 

Mr.  Dexon.  So  you  have  to  sell  off  some  assets  to  get  cash  to 
make  benefits? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Yes,  sir.  We  will  have  to  sell  off  assets. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  you  will  have  to  continue  to  sell  off  assets  to 
make  the  benefit  payments. 
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deferral/clarification  of  amount 

Now,  Mr.  Tidings,  it  is  my  recollection,  although  it  is  disputed, 
that,  in  fact,  when  this  issue  first  came  up,  the  District  insisted 
that  the  amount  to  be  deferred  was  $115  million.  And  I  kept  sajdng 
to  myself  it  is  $230  million.  And  Mr.  Miconi  gave  me  a  rationale 
for  the  $115  million.  The  Mayor  is  are  only  going  to  miss  the  due 
date  by  five  minutes,  so  they  aren't  late.  Have  I  lost  you  here? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Well,  if 

Mr.  Dixon.  The  press  was  saying  that  some  officials  in  the  Dis- 
trict, unless  I  am  mistaken,  are  going  to  defer  $115  million  in  pen- 
sion fund  pajrments. 

Mr.  Tydings.  That  is  not  true.  The  way 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  may  not  be  true.  You  don't  recall?  No  point  in  pur- 
suing it  if  you  don't  recall  it. 

Mr.  Tydings.  I  think  it  was  written  in  the 

EFFORT  BY  DISTRICT  TO  REVISE  LEGISLATION  AFTER-THE-FACT 

Ms.  CULLINS.  We  think  we  understand.  If  the  law  was  changed, 
all  right. 

Mr.  Dkon.  That  is  what  I  was  getting  to. 

Ms.  Cullins.  Okay. 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  the  Council  worked  on  the  budget,  they  as- 
sumed that  change  in  law.  And  so  it  was  only  after  the  fiscal  year 
1994  supplemental  got  up  here  that  there  was  an  acknowledgment 
that  it  was  going  to  be  $230  million.  But  the  District  is  saying  we 
are  going  to  pay  $40  million  because  no  one  wants  to  try  to  balance 
the  budget  and  still  make  $230  million  payment  or  the  $190  inil- 
lion  figure.  They  would  rather  balsmce  it  based  on  a  $115  million 
figure. 

Mr.  Tydings.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  But  it  pre — ^the  justification  was  if  there  was  a 
change  in  law,  it  would  only  be  $115  million.  Because  nobody  want- 
ed to  deal  with  $230  million  figure,  so  they  deny  it  is  $230  million 
and  the  justification — if  we  had 

Mr.  Tydings.  If  they  had  changed  the  law  because  the  contribu- 
tion from  the  District  to  the  fund  for  the  fiscal  year  was  $307  mil- 
lion, or  approximately  $76  million  a  quarter.  We  received  the  first 
quarter  payment  and  then  we  received  nothing  after  that,  so  the 
balance  would  have  been  for  the  year  $230  million. 

OTHER  jurisdictions/pension  FUND  RAIDS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Now,  if  you  can  be  as  objective  or  fair  as  possible, 
this  is  not  anything  novel.  I  will  not  read  the  language,  but  I  am 
told  that  this  kind  of  scheme  has  occurred  in  other  places  and  as 
a  matter  of  fact  I  know  it  has  occurred  in  Los  Angeles.  Are  you 
aware  of  the  deferral  of  pension  fund  contributions  by  other  com- 
munities around  the  country  that  are  in  financial  trouble? 

Ms.  Cullins.  Would  you  want  me  to  answer  that?  We  are  very 
aware  of  that,  sir.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  we  are  aware  of 
that,  what  is  not  often  said  is  that  most  pension  Boards  also  sue 
city  governments  and  in  most  cases — for  example,  California,  the 
legislature  made  a  constitutional  amendment  change.  In  New  York, 
the  courts  overturned  the  state  government's  action  and  now  they 
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have  to  pay  back  to  the  pension  fund  $4  billion  over  a  four-year  pe- 
riod. In  Rhode  Island,  Rhode  Island  almost  lost  its  tax  exempt  sta- 
tus because  of  a  similar  attempted  loan.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Rhode  Island  almost  lost  its  tax  exempt  status? 

Ms.  Kane.  The  fund. 

Mr.  Dexon.  You  mean  the  fund? 

Ms.  Cullins.  The  pension  fund. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay.  If  you  can — in  trying  to  be  objective,  how  sig- 
nificant dollar-wise  is  this  deferment  or  slippage  of  payments  com- 
pared to  what  other  communities  are  doing?  I  think  I  read  in  the 
Los  Angeles  Times  that  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  was  doing  some- 
thing like  the  District  wants  to  do  here,  and  the  amount  was  $20 
million. 

Do  you  understand  what  I  am  asking?  Is  this  proportionately  a 
big  thing  or  comparable  with  other  jurisdictions  or  a  little  thing? 

Ms.  Cullins.  In  comparison,  I  would  say  the  District's  amount 
is  a  large  amount.  Now,  when  we  looked  at  California 

Mr.  Ddcon.  So  what  other  communities? 

Ms.  Cullins.  To  what  other  communities  are  doing.  When  you 
looked  at  California,  they  took  $1.2  billion,  but  California 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  you  say  Cgdifomia,  are  you  talking  about  the 
State  retirement  system? 

Ms.  Cullins.  Yes,  sir.  However,  the  State  of  California's  fund  is 
overfunded.  When  you  look  at  other  States  where  they  have  bor- 
rowed, we  are  not  talking  about  this  large  of  a  number.  Now,  that 
is  my  experience  from  sitting  on  the  executive  board  of  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Public  Pension  Attorneys,  so  we  know  basi- 
cally when  States  are  having  this  problem. 

Mr.  Dixon.  This  $190  million  is  not  a  large  number, 

Ms.  Cullins.  No,  I  think  this  $190  million  is  a  large  number, 
that  is  the  sense  of  what  I  am  saying  to  you. 

Remarks  of  Marty  Pfeifer,  Board  Member 

Mr.  Pfeifer.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may,  Marty  Pfeifer,  the  trustee 
representing  the  police  department.  There  is  also  a  very  significant 
difference  here  that  other  systems  don't  have.  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  a  system  that  is  a  modified  pay-as-you-go  system  where 
the  city  is  basically  writing  a  check  for  benefits  out  of  the  operating 
budget  on  a  yearly  basis. 

Now,  this  is  not  a  fund  that  is  generating  enough  interest  from 
investments  to  cover  budget  shortfalls.  It  is  a  pay-as-you-go  system, 
just  like  the  Federal  Grovernment's;  unfortunately  the  District  gov- 
ernment doesn't  have  the  ability  to  print  money  like  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  Dexon.  Sergeant,  let  me  interrupt  you.  Mr.  Walsh  has  to  go 
to  a  markup,  and  so  he  has  some  questions,  and  I  would  like  to 
yield  to  him  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  hate  to  leave  because 
this  is  very  important.  I  consider  this  a  very  important  responsibil- 
ity not  only  of  the  District  of  Columbia  but  of  the  Congress  because 
apparently,  as  I  am  told  our  history,  is  that  we  didn't  do  a  good 
enough  job  funding  this  pension  in  the  first  place. 
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COURT  suit/mayor's  REFERENCE  TO  CONGRESS 

That  aside,  I  remember  last  year  when  we  had  the  debate  on  the 
pension  fund  and  the  $52  miUion  which  was  our  contribution  and 
the  request  from  the  city  to  fool  around  with  that  money  and  to 
give  them  $2  million  at  a  different  time  so  the  Mayor's  youth  initia- 
tive program  could  be  funded,  and  I  am  absolutely  g£dled  to  go 
back  now  £ind  see  the  city  citing  the  action  of  Congress  as  prece- 
dent for  what  they  are  doing,  when  they  asked  us  to  do  this.  I  said 
it  was  wrong  then  for  us  to  do  what  we  did,  and  it  is  just  as  wrong 
for  the  city  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  may  disagree  with  me,  Mr.  Walsh,  but  what  we 
did  was  a  benefit  to  the  city. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  am  sure  it  was. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  other  words,  we  provided  the  District  with  $17 
million  for  the  Mayor's  youth  and  crime  initiative,  but  as  you  know 
we  have  this  process  of  budget  authority  and  outlays,  and  we  didn't 
have  enough  outlay  authority  to  provide  that  $2  million,  so  we  de- 
ferred an  outlay  until  the  1995  budget  because  we  thought  the 
youth  and  crime  initiative  was  important.  We  gave  the  District  all 
of  the  youth  and  crime  initiative  money,  but  we  deferred  $2  million 
of  the  $52  million  pajonent  to  the  Retirement  Board. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  opposed  the  action  taken  by  this  committee.  I  saw 
it  as  fiscal  gimmickry  then,  and  I  do  now.  The  District  of  Columbia 
is  turning  around  and  pointing  to  us  and  saying  Congress  did  it, 
so  we  can  do  it.  The  problem  is  that  you  are  now  diminishing  the 
interest  bearing  funds  that  have  actuarially  determined  to  fund 
this  pension  program  in  the  outyears.  I  find  it  very  galling  for  the 
District  to  cite  the  committee's  action  as  precedent. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  do,  too,  because  the  benefit  accrued  to  Mayor's  pro- 
grams. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Dixon.  We  could  have  deferred  $2  million  of  the  youth  initia- 
tive, but  we  thought  it  was  such  a  critical  program  we  fully  funded 
that. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  deferred  $2  million  of  the  pension  payment. 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  can't  join  you  in  that  because  I  didn't  vote  to  do 
that.  The  Congress  in  its  wisdom  did.  But  I  just  see  this  as  a  seri- 
ous breach  of  faith  with  the  pensioners.  I  see  it  as  a  desperate  fis- 
cal measure  by  the  District.  They  have  used  up  all  of  their  funds, 
used  up  their  short-term  borrowing  to  meet  day-to-day  obligations, 
and  now  they  are  dipping  into  long-term  obligations  that  aren't 
fully  funded. 

STATUS  OF  city's  PAYMENTS  TO  PENSION  FUNDS 

Let  me  just  ask  you  this  question:  What  is  the  status  now?  I  un- 
derstand that  the  Council  has  taken  a  different  view  than  the 
Mayor  on  this  issue.  What  is  the  status  of  this  $190  million  now? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  It  is  delinquent.  As  of  right  now  $190  million  is  not 
delinquent;  $190  million  will  be  delinquent  as  of  July  1,  but  we 
have  been  informed  already  that  we  should  not  expect  the  July 
payment. 
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Mr.  Walsh.  Right,  because  they  have — as  I  understand  it,  the 
Council  has  developed  some  revenue  measures  including  a  public 
safety  fee  that  may  very  well  be  challenged  in  court  or  there  may 
very  well  be  an  injunction  against  that  fee.  Obviously,  the  commit- 
ment by  the  Council  is  very  much  in  question? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Right  now  the  District  owes  us,  in  round  figures, 
around  $115  million  at  this  juncture. 

ASSETS  LIQUIDATED 

Mr.  Walsh.  Are  you  liquidating  assets  in  the  fund  to  meet  day- 
to-day  obligations  in  the  fund  right  now? 

Mr.  Tydings.  We  have  already  done  so,  month  to  month. 

One  thing,  we  did  get  a  breather  because  on  May  9th  they  paid 
us  $40  million.  That  is  what  brought  it  down  to  $116  million  ap- 
proximately now 

They  are  delinquent  right  now  at  $116  million;  what  brought  it 
down  to  $116  million  is  the  9th  of  May  payment.  Now  on  the  1st 
of  July,  they  will  owe  us  another  $76  million,  which  will  bring  us 
back  up  to  our  original  $190  million. 

district's  finances  desperate 

Mr.  Walsh.  I  will  sum  up  by  saying  that  I  think  that  the 
strength  of  your  statement  is  its  truth,  £ind  it  is  very  well  said,  and 
I  will  quote  prolifically  from  this  when  we  get  to  the  Floor  of  the 
House  because  this  more  than  anything  else  points  out  what  a  des- 
perate situation  the  District  of  Columbia  is  in  today.  Borrowing 
from  future  generations,  borrowing  from  current  generations  just  to 
meet  month-to-month  obligations;  it  is  a  real  indictment  of  the 
management  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

On  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  have  to  leave. 

liquidation  of  10  PERCENT  OF  ASSETS 

Mr.  DixON.  Thank  you.  On  Page  8  of  your  statement  you  say  that 
it  is  10  percent  of  the  total  assets  of  the  permanent  fund. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Roughly.  Less  than. 

Mr.  Dixon.  At  the  end  of  your  year,  you  will  assume  that  you 
have  liquidated  about  10  percent? 

Ms.  Cullins.  It  is  a  little  less  than  10  percent  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Between  8  and  10  percent? 

Ms.  Cullins.  I  would  say  eight. 

$425  million  owed  IN  FY  1995 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  according  to  my  calculations,  you  should  antici- 
pate— the  payments  are  roughly  $75  million? 

Ms.  Cullins.  They  give — think  of  it  as  $25  million  per  month. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  you  are  at  this  point  anticipating 
$425  million  from  the  District  government? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Two  hundred  and  ninety-five 

Mr.  Dixon.  Plus  interest. 


Ms.  Cullins.  I  get  $485  million.  Oh,  you  are  deferring 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  saying  they  owe  $190  million  plus  $20  mil- 
lion, that  is  $210  million.  They  will  owe  $295  million  total  for  FY 
1995,  but  they  are  going  to  pay  at  this  point,  $75  million,  and  that 
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fives  you  $215  million.  And  you  add  those  two  figures  together — 
210  million  and  $215  million — ^you  get  $425  million.  I  am  just  say- 
ing if  they  keep  their  word,  that  is  what  they  would  pay — $425  mil- 
lion. My  concern  is  can  they  pay  $425  million  next  year? 

Mr.  Tydings.  They  couldn't  pay  $307  million  this  year. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  that  is  still  slipping  the  last  pajonent.  If  they 
have  to  slip  more  than  that — I  have  been  saying  can  they  afford 
to  pay  $425  million  or  if  you  want  to  be  negative,  almost  a  half  a 
billion  dollars  in  one  year — I  mean,  do  you  have  concern  about 
that? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Absolutely.  If  they  couldn't  pay  $307  million,  I 
don't  know  how  they  are  going  to  pay  $405  million,  or  almost  half 
a  billion.  If  they  couldn't  pay  it  in  fiscal  1994,  how  are  they  going 
to  pay  more  than  that  in  fisc£d  1995? 

COURT  PROCEEDINGS 

Mr.  Dixon.  Are  you  asking  in  court  for  injunctive  relief?  Do  you 
have  a  prayer  for  injunctive  relief? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Permanent  injunction.  We  initially  asked  for  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  and  the  judge  indicated  we  should  go  for  per- 
manent injunction,  so  we  said  fine. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes,  a  temporary  injunction  is  not  going  to  do  you 
any  good.  How  soon  has  the  court  indicated  that  they  will  hear 
this? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Right  now  discovery  will  be  over  on  May  27.  We 
have  a  status  hearing  May  31.  Trial  is  scheduled  for  June  6. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Well,  it  is  not  going  to  be  a  trial  on  the  merits,  is 
it?  It  is  going  to  be  a  hearing  on  whether  they  should  be  perma- 
nently enjoined? 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Enjoined.  But  to  that  extent,  I  mean,  they  will  con- 
sider the  merits  in  the  sense  of  the  statute  is  fairly  clear. 

Mr.  Dexon.  From  a  practical  matter,  I  know  you  want  to  settle 
this  but  by  the  time  it  moves  through,  the  deferment  will  have  al- 
ready occurred. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  Oh,  I  am  sure  they  are  aware  of  that,  too. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  saying  from  a  practical  matter,  the  date  will  al- 
ready have  slipped. 

Ms.  CULLINS.  We  don't  anticipate  that  the  judge  will  rule  from 
the  bench,  but  even  if  she  does  rule  from  the  bench,  I  mean 

Mr.  DixON.  No,  I  don't  think  so,  but  I  am  just  saying  it  has  very 
little  practical  impact.  It  settles  your — puts  you  in  better  stead,  it 
clarifies  a  lot  of  things,  but  there  is  no  way  that  they  are  going  to 
make  these  payments  this  year.  It  is  in  litigation  and  it  is  going 
to  take  some  time  and  it  will  probably  be  September,  so  practically 
whatever  the  court  says,  there  is  not  going  to  be  any  payment  this 
year. 

BASIS  OF  district's  RESPONSIBILITY/INVESTMENT  COSTS 

Now,  let  me  ask,  refresh  my  memory,  Mr.  Tydings,  what  do  you 
base  either  the  cost  sharing  or  the  demand  or  request  that  the  Dis- 
trict pay  all  of  the  investment  cost?  I  am  totally  switching. 

Mr.  Tydings.  If  one  could  be  very  candid  and  honest,  I  originally 
thought  going  back  to  the  original  intent  when  Congress  wrote  the 
bill,  however  the  administrative  expenses,  just  from  a  practical 
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standpoint,  I  would  have  thought  that  what  they  were  going  to  pay 
was  not  the  management  fees.  I  think  the  cost  for  management 
fees  is  a  part  of  the  expenses  and  the  fund  should  bear  those  costs, 
the  District  shouldn't  have  to  pay  the  management  fees.  All  the 
other  administrative  costs  should  be  paid  by  the  District.  In  the 
very  beginning  there  weren't  any  money  managment  fees  for  a  cou- 
ple of  years,  so  they  did  pay  all  the  administrative  expenses. 

Later  the  split  between  general  funds  and  earnings  ws  20%  to 
80%,  that  is  about  how  it  worked  out  before.  I  think  our  current 
budget  is  about,  round  figures,  $12  million,  and  I  think  probably 
$9  million  of  that  is  managers  fees,  you  see,  so  that  is  where  they 
came  up  with  the  split  that  they  had. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  think  they  really  should  pay  around  3  million? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Three  million.  I  think  that  is  a  fair  and  honest 
thing. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  how  we  for  a  while  started  to  allocate,  20  or 
25  percent? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Yes,  and  that  portion  of  the  budget  was 

Mr.  Dexon.  Then  in  1991  we  went  along  with  them? 

Mr.  Tydings.  No,  money  from  the  general  fund  whatsoever, 
right. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  Because  of  the  shortness  of  general  fund  money,  you 
paid  all  costs,  whether  they  were  administrative  or  management  or 
an3rthing  else? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  noticed  you  have  other  members  of  the  board  here 
today,  and  if  there  is  some  statement  they  would  like  to  make,  now 
is  the  opportunity.  I  won't  call  on  them  in  any  order,  but  I  will  call 
on  Betty  Ann  Kane  first. 

Remarks  of  Betty  Ann  Kane,  Board  Member 

Ms.  Kane.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  just  wanted  to  add  a  little  on  your  question  of  the  impact  of 
the  delay  and  the  magnitude  of  it. 

I  was  Chairman  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  of  the 
City  Council  when  that  law  was  changed,  and  I  specifically  had 
that  law  changed  requiring  that  the  payments  be  made  in  a  timely 
manner  the  first  of  each  quarter  and  requiring  the  board  to  charge 
interest  if  they  were  late,  because  there  had  been  some  experience 
with  late  pa5anents  under  the  previous  administration.  But  they 
were,  compared  to  the  situation  that  the  board  faces  now,  frankly 
speaking,  minor. 

They  were  at  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  beginning  of  the  next 
fiscal  year,  they  were  a  few  days,  in  some  days,  a  few  weeks.  And 
only  I  think  in  that  first  seven  or  eight  years,  two,  three — we  have 
a  chart  on  that — that  the  payments  were  late.  But  that  was  a  seri- 
ous enough  situation  for  the  Council  to  say  we  need  to  strengthen 
the  law  and  require  the  payments  to  be  made  on  time. 

We  are  now  looking — 10  percent  of  the  fund  just  this  fiscal  year. 
If  this  carries  on  into  next  fiscal  year  and  they  are  late  again,  it 
is  another  10  percent  of  the  fund's  assets.  Ajid  that  is  a  very, 
very — ^that  is  on  a  magnitude  of  assets  to  delay  that,  is  way  out  of 
line  with  anjrthing  that  I  am  awsire  of  that  has  occurred  in  any 
other  jurisdiction. 
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There  is  another  practical  effect,  too,  besides  the  fiscal  effect,  and 
that  is  the  effect  that  it  has  on  the  city's  ability  to  attract  and  re- 
tain employees.  These  are  police  officers,  fire  fighters,  teachers, 
fi*ontline  people,  city  employees  we  count  on  to  provide  basic  serv- 
ices and  important  key  city  services.  The  more  that  there  is  a  con- 
cern about  the  stability  of  the  ftmd,  of  wonying  that  no  one  has 
missed  a  pension  check  yet,  but  you  are  eroding  and  eroding,  it  has 
an  immediate  and  a  long-term  effect,  and  an  expense  to  the  city  in 
attracting  people  who  we  pay  to  train,  who  don't  stay,  go  off  to 
other  jurisdictions  where  the  pension  situation  is  seen  as  more  sta- 
ble, and  it  hard  to  put  a  dollar  figure  on  that.  But  it  is  a  cost  and 
it  is  a  very,  very  important  situation. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Sir,  are  you  a  member  of  the  board? 

Mr.  BUNN.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Would  you  identify  yourself.  I  am  not  forcing  you  to 
say  an3rthing.  If  you  want  to  say  something,  fine. 

Remarks  of  James  Bunn,  Board  Member 

Mr.  Bunn.  Well,  I  always  want  to  say  something.  Sometimes 
what  I  say  I  probably  shouldn't  say  it.  My  name  is  James  Bunn. 
I  am  one  of  the  Council's  representatives. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  means  you  are  appointed  by  the  Council? 

Mr.  Bunn.  Absolutely.  I  have  sat  here  and  I  have  listened  and, 
frankly,  I  have  some  deep  concerns  about  Congress'  role,  I  listened 
to  the  good  Congressmgin  that  left,  and  he  was  talking  about  the 
$2  million  pajnnent  delay.  I  was  one  of  the  members  of  my  board 
who  raised  the  fact  that  the  $2  million  delay  didn't  include  any  in- 
terest payments  from  Congress.  We  constantly  billed  interest  on 
the  late  payments  by  the  city. 

I  remember  when  Jimmy  Carter  vetoed  the  bill  which  would 
have  granted  about  $65  million  a  year  to  the  funds.  I  am  also  ap- 
palled at  the  fact  that  Congress  allowed  an  unfunded  $5  billion  li- 
ability to  grow  to.  It  has  an  effect  on  the  District's  ability  to  borrow 
money  and  do  other  things.  There  is  a  whole  ramification  of  other 
things  that  I  am  in  disagreement.  And  I  was  also  here  as  a  dem- 
onstrator when  Congress  rescinded  the  residency  law. 

We  attract  all  these  people,  we  pay  all  these  people  good  money, 
they  get  the  training  and  they  go  to  other  jurisdictions  after  being 
trained  by  the  District.  I  just  sit  and  listen,  but  believe  me,  I  am 
not  happy  about  the  city  not  paying  the  money  to  the  fund.  But  I 
am  also  not  happy  about  Congress  not  paying  the  money  it  should 
have  paid  to  the  city  in  1979  which,  I  believe,  was  about  $2.6  bil- 
lion, instead  of  a  $640-some  million  that  Congress  authorized  over 
a  25-year  period  at  $52,070,000  per  year. 

[Clerk's  note. — $52,070,000  each  year  for  25  years  totals 
$1,301,750,000.] 

If  Congress  wanted  the  city  back,  I  would  prefer  them  to  take  the 
city  back  and  not  starve  us  as  a  District  residents. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Put  you  down  as  doubtful  on  this  whole  thing? 

I  don't  want  to  get  into  a  debate  on  the  role  of  Congress.  I  guess 
you  have  the  ability  to  move  anything  through  Congress  that  you 
have  the  votes  for.  But  it  is  my  understanding,  that  it  is  not  within 
this  committee's  jurisdiction.  The  pension  fund  payment  formula 
agreed  to  by  all  parties. 
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Mr.  BUNN.  But  simply  because  the  District  just  didn't  have  any 
choice.  We  are  happy  to  get  whatever  we  can  take  from  Congress 
because  it  is  very  difficult  to  obtain  more,  we  understand  that.  And 
as  Marty  alluded  to  earlier,  we  print  no  money.  If  we  printed 
money,  we  wouldn't  bother  you,  we  would  just  fund  it,  but  we  can't 
do  that. 

I  believe  you  have  been  here  a  long  time,  Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  been 
here  since  1965,  and  I  live  in  the  District  of  Columbia  now,  and 
you  have  been  here  quite  a  while  yourself.  The  city  is  just  starving 
for  additional  funds. 

I  mean,  I  can  remember  when  the  city,  when  the  residents 
passed  the  homeless  referendum.  We  had  everybody  from  every 
State  and  everywhere  else  coming  to  the  city  for  shelter  because  we 
couldn't  refiise  them.  I  fought  with  Ms.  Kane  and  Mr.  Clarke  about 
changing  the  law,  to  require  that  you  must  be  a  D.C.  resident  in 
order  to  be  sheltered. 

Finally,  the  Council  did  do  something  to  help  that  fact.  But  this 
is  not  just  the  city's  problem,  this  is  a  federal  problem  because 
every  American  that  comes  to  this  city  wants  shelter  because  this 
is  the  Nation's  Capital,  and  this  city  represents  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Is  there  another  board  member  here  that  wants  to 
offer  some  words? 

Remarks  of  Ralph  Stevens,  Board  Member 

Mr.  Stevens.  My  only  comment — I  am  Ralph  Stevens,  the  active 
fire  fighter  representative  on  the  board,  about  suits  against  the  city 
is  that  they  are  not  our  first  resort.  It  has  been  always  a  last  re- 
sort. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  are  referring  to  the  suit  that  the  board  has  filed? 

Mr.  Stevens.  Any  suit  we  have  brought  against  the  city,  and 
there  have  been  a  few.  We  don't  go  willy-nilly  into  just  filing  suits 
against  the  city.  I  mean,  there  are  premeditated  measures  taken  by 
the  Chairman  eind  the  stafT  to  contact  the  other  party  to  try  to  re- 
solve these  issues,  but  when  push  comes  to  shove,  we  are  the  fidu- 
ciaries of  the  board  and  by  law  we  have  responsibility  to  the  bene- 
ficiaries and  participants,  and  I  think  that  is  where  the  board  has 
come  down  in  previous  actions  as  the  record  would  show. 

Mr.  DrxON.  I  hope  you  didn't  take  an5rthing  I  said  as  being  criti- 
cal of  the  Board  filing  suit? 

Mr.  Stevens.  No,  no,  but  I  just  want  to  make  that  point  that  we 
don't  all  of  a  sudden  see  a  problem  and  file  suit. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Right  away.  It  is  a  long,  drawn-out  process,  letters 
are  sent  and  meetings  take  place  between  parties  involved  before 
a  suit  is  decided  on. 

Mr.  DixON.  Have  they,  in  fact,  given  you  a  payment  schedule  for 
the  $190  million  deferred  so  that  you  will  be  able  to  plan  ahead? 

Mr.  Tydings.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Okay. 

Anybody  else  have  anything? 
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Remarks  of  Michael  Gallie,  Board  Member 

Mr.  Gallie.  I  really  don't  have  a  lot  to  add.  I  think  the  words 
have  been  put  on  the  table  very  succinctly.  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
that  I  represent  the  Mayor  on  the  board,  and  I  am  also  Chairman 
of  the  Investment  Committee,  and  I  think  from  hearing  my  col- 
leagues and  our  conversation,  and  I  think  they  would  like  to  make 
it  as  clear  as  possible,  we  don't  think  there  are  any  bad  people 
here.  This  is  a  tough  situation  in  general. 

The  city  is  in  trouble,  and  the  Mayor's  position  and  the  Council's 
efforts  have  been  of  last  resort  as  well.  There  are  other  things, 
doing  other  choices  and  other  places  to  get  it,  other  ways  to  raise 
revenue.  Jim  has  put  that  on  the  table  very  clearly,  this  would  not 
be  an  issue. 

It  is  only  an  issue  because  we  are,  as  Jim  puts  it,  "being  starved 
to  death."  It  is  very  difficult  to  figure  out  solutions  other  than  what 
is  available  to  use  the  cards  that  are  dealt  you. 

Mr.  DrxON.  I  would  agree  with  that  statement. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  CITY'S  BUDGET  PROCESS 

The  concern  is,  though,  regardless  of  the  merits  of  the  issue,  the 
city  knows  how  much  money  it  owes  you.  Or,  put  another  way,  re- 
gardless of  the  fact  that  they  are  receiving  what  some  might  think 
is  an  inadequate  Federal  payment,  their  local  revenues  have  been 
anticipated — I  am  building  the  worst  case  scenario.  They  know  how 
much  money  they  have  to  spend  in  a  given  year.  And  it  would  ap- 
pear that  it  is  very  difficult  to  choose  between  competing  well- 
meaning  priorities  to  cut  or  diminish  or  reduce  them.  That  results 
in  a  budget  that  is  driven  by  inaccurate  figures,  which  causes  agen- 
cies to  spend  an  inaccurate  amount,  which  means  at  the  end  of  the 
year  you  have  spent  more  than  you  have  taken  in  so  you  have  to 
then  resort  to  short-term  borrowing  which  means  ultimately,  in  my 
view,  you  break  the  bank.  Because  as  reflected  this  year,  they  are 
borrowing  $200  million  short  term.  Next  year,  they  have  already 
indicated  they  have  to  borrow  at  least  $250  million  short  term.  And 
how  much  longer  can  you  do  that?  If  it  is  just  a  small  gap  that  is 
consistent,  you  can  float  that  amount,  but  if  your  revenue  is  con- 
stantly either  reduced  and/or  your  spending  is  going  up,  pretty 
soon  you  can't  bridge  the  gap  with  short-term  loans. 

The  step  is  too  big,  and  that  is  what  is  concerning,  at  least,  this 
Member  of  the  committee.  And  missing  this  payment  to  the  Retire- 
ment Board  is  very,  very  serious. 

But  to  address  your  issues  specifically,  Congress  is  totally  unrea- 
sonable and  revenues  are  just  not  fair,  but  at  the  beginning  of  the 
year,  the  Mayor  knew  the  number. 

Mr.  BUNN.  And  I  am  not  arguing  that,  Mr.  Dixon. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  know  you  are  not.  That  is  the  problem.  Someone 
said  to  me  about  an  hour  ago,  well,  that  is  like  I  think  I  am  worth 
more  money  on  my  job,  and  so  I  spend  up  to  the  amount  I  think 
I  am  worth,  but  my  employer  is  not  pa3dng  me  that  amount.  You 
say,  well,  I  think  I  am  worth  $300,000  a  year.  Well,  we  only  think 
you  are  worth  $50,000.  Well,  I  am  going  to  spend  $300,000  because 
that  is  what  I  think  I  am  worth.  And  at  the  end  of  the  year  it 
doesn't  show  up  on  your  W-2,  so  you  are  in  trouble. 
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Mr.  BUNN.  No  question. 

DEMANDS  ON  BUDGET 

Mr.  Dkon.  And  I  understand  what  it  is.  The  Mayor's  strong  case 
that  there  are  so  many  people  in  need  in  this  District,  verified  by 
the  school  board  who  come  up  here  saying  that  it  is  painful  to  cut 
good  programs.  Therefore  you  freeze  everything  and  no  programs 
are  cut  so  you  just  take  it  deeper  and  deeper  and  deeper,  and  there 
is  probably  not  a  program  here  that  there  isn't  a  strong  justifica- 
tion for.  I  mean,  we  certainly  have  to  educate  these  young  people 
and  make  the  best  effort.  And  we  certainly  have  to  take  care  of  the 
sick,  and  the  court  system  needs  to  function  and  we  need  pretrial 
services,  and  you  go  on  and  on.  And  by  the  end  of  the  conversation, 
well,  we  can't  cut  an3rthing. 

Ms.  Kane,  I  am  sure  you  have  heard  that  many  times — ^"There 
is  nothing  to  cut." 

BUDGET  MANAGEMENT  LACKING 

Ms.  Kane.  I  talk  about  the  rest  of  the  city's  budget  and  could 
only  speak  on  that  personally,  but  I  do  think  there  are  ways  to  cut, 
and  only  because  you  have,  as  you  say,  you  know  how  much  money 
you  have  and  whether  it  is  fair,  whether  that  is  the  amount  you 
have  or  not,  and  whether  you  need  to  make  a  very  strong  case, 
which  I  agree  that  Congress  has  got  to  make  a  better  contribution 
both  in  terms  of  the  Federal  payment  and  its  contribution  particu- 
larly to  the  pension  fund. 

Nevertheless,  you  have  a  certain  amount  of  money.  I  personally 
believe  that  until  the  city  actually  misses  a  payroll,  that  no  one  is 
going  to  stand  up  and  really  pay  attention  to  what  needs  to  be 
done.  That  is  just  a  personal  view;  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
board. 

COURT  ORDERS  AND  MANDATES 

Mr.  BUNN.  Mr.  Dixon,  I  would  like  to  add  that  what  my  Chair- 
man and  Executive  Director  said,  have  no  doubt  about  it,  I  support 
it.  Because  I  was  one  of  the  ones  that  voted  and  I  believe  that  the 
Board  did  the  right  thing  in  suing  the  Mayor.  But  my  concern,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  everywhere  I  go,  you  can  talk  to  anybody  from 
Idaho  to  California,  the  first  thing  that  they  want  to  do  to  this  city 
is  to  sue  it.  The  courts  mandate,  to 

Mr.  Ddcon.  To  sue  it? 

Mr.  BUNN.  To  sue  the  city.  I  haven't  found  anybody  who  is  will- 
ing to  sit  down  and  negotiate  anything.  Everybody  believes  the  ul- 
timate choice  is  to  go  to  court.  The  court  constantly  mandates 
things  for  the  city  to  do,  but  it  doesn't  find  the  money  for  the  city 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  Ddcon.  You  are  talking  about  local  people  wanting  to  sue? 

Ms.  Kane.  Court  orders. 

Mr.  BUNN.  Court  orders  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Dixon.  When  you  said  people  from  Idaho  to  California,  I 
thought  you  meant  people  out  in  California  wanted  to  sue  the  Dis- 
trict. You  are  saying  the  District  is  under  a  lot  of  mandated  pro- 
grams, that  a  constituent  group  feels  the  District  is  not  complying 
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with  the  mandate,  and  therefore  this  group  goes  to  court  to  enforce 
the  law? 

Mr.  BUNN.  And  the  courts  generally  side  with  the  bringer  of  the 
suit,  not  with  the  city,  and  so  therefore  me  and  other  members 
here,  taxpayers  have  to  bear  that  burden. 

I  am  about  to  have  to  move  out  of  the  city  or  do  something  else, 
you  know.  Then  the  tax  base  is  going  to  shrink  even  more. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Anjrthing  else,  Mr.  Tydings  or  any  member  want  to 
add? 

Mr.  Tydings.  Thank  you  very  much. 

CONCLUSION  OF  HEARING 

Mr.  Dixon.  All  I  can  say  is  good  luck  to  you.  We  understand  the 
problem,  and  you  are  obviously  not  going  to  get  the  $190  million, 
but  I  wanted  to  clarify  for  the  record  what  the  problem  really  is. 

Looking  forward  to  working  with  you  folks.  Okay. 

We  will  recess  until  next  Tuesday,  May  24th,  at  which  time  we 
will  have  the  overview  hearing  on  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  with 
the  Mayor  and  the  Chairman  of  the  City  Council.  That  hearing  will 
be  conducted  in  room  2360  in  the  Raybum  Building. 

We  will  stand  in  recess  until  that  time. 

questions  for  the  record 

I  have  some  questions  that  I  will  submit  for  you  to  answer  for 
the  record. 

[The  Committee's  questions  and  the  Retirement  Board's  re- 
sponses follow:] 
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1.  In  January  of  this  year,  the  District's  Delegate  introduced  H.R.  3728,  "Pension 
Liability  Funding  Reform  Act  of  1994."  On  May  4,  1994,  the  Mayor  signed  Bill  10- 
515,  "Full  Funding  of  Pension  Liability  Retirement  Reform  Act  of  1994." 

a.  Please  explain  briefly  what  each  of  those  bills  does. 

A  section  by  section  analysis  of  Bill  10-515  (Act  10-239)  is  appended  as 
Attachment  1.  H.R.  3728  is  virtually  identical  except  that  H.R.  3728  does  not 
address  the  District's  contribution  and  adds  language  which  increased  the 
employee  withholdings  of  judges  hired  after  October  1,  1995  from  3  1/2%  to 
4  1/2%.  To  the  extent  that  judges  hired  after  October  1,  1995,  wish  to 
purchase  credit  for  past  service,  H.R.  3728  increased  the  required  deposit 
from  3  1/2%  to  4  1/2%  of  the  Judges'  basic  salary. 

(See  Attachment  1  on  page  1162) 

b.  What  impact  will  either  of  those  bills  have  on  the  District's  annual  payments 
to  the  Retirement  Board? 

The  Board's  actuary  estimated  that  both  bills  will  reduce  the  District's 
annual  payment  to  the  retirement  funds  as  follows: 

Fiscal  Year  Current  Law  H.R.  378  and/or  Bill  10-515 

($  millions)  ($  millions) 

1995  $297.2  $297.2 

1996  320.2  295.5 

1997  343.2  295.5 

1998  367.4  295.5 

1999  393.4  300.0 

2000  420.9  314,9 

c.  Does  the  unfunded  pension  liability  have  any  effect  on  the  District's  financial 
situation  at  the  present  time? 

Presently,  the  unfunded  pension  liability  effects  the  District's  flnancial 
situation  in  two  ways:  (1)  a  portion  of  the  annual  District  contribution  to  the 
Funds  is  comprised  of  the  difference  between  the  most  recent  projected 
unfunded  liability  for  2004  and  the  projected  unfunded  liability  done  in  1979 
(adjusted  for  inflation)  amortized  over  10  years;  (2)  the  Board  is  aware  that 
the  unfunded  liability  is  a  factor  in  the  debt  ratings  of  the  District.  However, 
the  Board  does  not  have  knowledge  of  the  speciftc  details.  This  information 
may  be  obtained  from  the  Mayor. 
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d.  If  the  D.C.  Retirement  Reform  Act  of  1979  (P.L.  96-122)  had  not  been 
approved  what  would  be  the  District's  retirement  payment  for  FY  1994  - 
would  it  be  the  $306.2  milHon? 

If  the  D.C.  Retirement  Reform  Act  had  not  been  approved,  the  Board's 
actuary  estimated  that  the  District's  FY  1994  payment  would  have  been 
$271.1  million  instead  of  $306.2  million. 

In  what  ways  did  the  Act  benefit  or  not  benefit  the  District? 

The  Act  established  three  trust  funds  which  currently  are  valued  at  $2.7 
billion. 

At  yesterday's  hearing,  Chief  Thomas  said  he  plans  to  increase  the  uniformed  force 
by  300  officers  by  September  30,  1994. 

a.  What  impact  will  those  new  hired  have  on  the  unfunded  liability  and  the 
District's  operating  budget? 

The  hiring  of  300  new  police  officers  by  September  30,  1994  will  have  no 
impact  on  the  unfunded  liability.  The  unfunded  actuarial  liability  is  the 
result  of  the  retirement  benefits  accrued  by  current  officers  due  to  their  past 
service  to  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department.  Under  the  present  funding 
formula,  the  hiring  of  these  oflicers  will  decrease  slightly,  the  District's 
contribution  to  the  Police  Officers  and  Firefighters  Retirement  Fund. 

How  many  investment  advisors  did  you  have  as  of  June  30,  1993,  and  how  many  do 
you  have  now? 

As  of  June  30,  1993,  the  Board  had  engaged  33  investment  managers.    Presently, 
there  are  34  investment  management  Arms. 

a.  How  much  did  you  pay  your  investment  advisors  in  total  in  FY  1992  and  FY 
1993. 

Investment  advisor  fees  totalled  $5,666,754  in  FY  92  and  $5355347  in  FY  93. 
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4.  What  did  you  budget  for  legal  costs  in  FY  1993  and  what  did  you  actually  spend? 

In  FY  1993,  the  budget  for  outside  legal  counsel  was  $150,000.  The  actual  cost  for 
legal  counsel  was  $33,470. 

a.  For  the  record,  provide  a  listing  of  the  billings  (showing  hours  and  hourly 
rates)  you  received  in  fiscal  year  1993  by  firm  showing  the  directive  given  to 
the  firm  and  a  summary  of  the  work  performed  by  the  firm. 

(See  Attachment  2  on  page  1164) 

-What  criteria  was  used  to  select  the  firm  or  firms  selected? 
(See  Attachment   3   on  pp.    1165-1168) 

b.  Are  your  legal  costs  for  the  first  eight  months  of  FY  1994  within  your  budget 
projections? 

Yes. 

c.  How  much  is  in  your  FY  1995  budget  for  legal  fees? 
The  Board's  FY  95  budget  for  legal  fees  is  $150,000. 

5.  Provide  for  the  record  tables  similar  to  those  on  page  1989H  of  last  year's  hearings 
showing  your  1993  actual  and  the  increases  between  your  total  FY  1994  and  FY  1995 
budgets  by  expense  categories. 

(See  Attachment  4  on  page  1169) 

6.  Section  162.(a)(l)(A)  of  Public  Law  96-122  reads  as  follows: 

"Section  162(a)(1)(A)  The  Board  shall  publish  an  annual  report  for  each  fiscal  year 
(beginning  with  fiscal  year  1980)  with  respect  to  each  retirement  program  to  which 
this  title  applies  and  with  respect  to  the  Fund  for  such  retirement  program.  Such 
report  shall  be  filed  with  the  Mayor,  the  Council,  the  Speaker,  and  the  President  pro 
tempore  in  accordance  with  Section  164(a)  and  shall  be  made  available  and  furnished 
to  participants  and  beneficiaries  in  accordance  with  section  164(b)." 

"(B)   The  annual  report  shall  include  the  information  described  in  subsections  (b), 
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(c),  (d),  and  (e)  and,  when  applicable,  subsection  (f),  and  shall  also  include 


«««****«** 


"(e)  A  report  under  this  section  for  a  fiscal  year  shall  include  a  statement  prepared 
by  the  Board  of  --" 

"(1)  The  relative  riskiness  of  the  investments  during  the  fiscal  year  of  the  assets  of 
the  Fund;" 


The  relative  riskiness  of  the  Retirement  Funds'  assets,  in  terms  or  (a)  quality  and 
volatility  of  the  Board's  equity  portfolios,  and  (b)  the  maturity  and  credit  quality  of 
the  Board's  fixed  income  portfolios,  is  well  within  the  acceptable  range  of  other 
comparable  public  pension  plans.  In  fact,  the  Board's  Permanent  and  Composite 
Funds  were  significantly  less  riskier  than  the  broad  market  index,  the  South  Africa 
Free  S  &  P  Index.  A  copy  of  the  Board's  Risk/Reward  Structure  for  the  5  years 
ended  9/30/93  is  appended  as|4ttachment  5.  |The  Board's  asset  allocation  structure, 
investment  objective  and  policies,  as  well  as  mvestment  guidelines  all  work  together 
to  minimize  the  Board's  total  portfolio  risk.  Effective  diversification  of  assets  is 
achieved  by  the  composition  of  securities  that  do  not  fluctuate  in  a  similar  manner 
so  that  the  variability  of  the  Board's  rate  of  return  becomes  significantly  less  than 
the  variability  of  the  individual  components  of  the  Board's  assets. 

The  Board's  current  asset  allocation  model  calls  for  a  greater  allocation  of  assets  to 
equity  securities.  Generally,  the  more  conservative  asset  mixes  have  greater  amounts 
invested  in  bonds,  while  the  aggressive  asset  mixes  tend  to  have  a  higher  exposure 
to  equities.  With  3  and  5  years  or  longer  investment  measurement  periods,  the  level 
of  adverse  investment  results;  therefore,  the  level  of  total  portfolio  risk  can  be 
expected  decline.  Since  the  Board  has  a  long-term  investment  horizon,  the  Board 
can  afford  to  assume  a  slightly  higher  level  of  risk  than  an  investor  with  a  shorter 
time  horizon  and  immediate  liability  streams. 

(See  Attachment   5  on  page   117  0) 
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Please  provide  for  the  record  the  actuarial  analysis  of  the 
Board's  actuary,  Milliman  and  Robertson,  on  the  legislation 
to  eliminate  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Police  Officers  and  Firefighters',  Teachers',  and 
Judges'  Retirement  Systems  (D.C.  Act  10-239  and  H.R.  3728). 


The  report  follows: 
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*      *      * 


District  of  Columbia 
Retirement  Board 
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MILUMAN  &  ROBERTSON,  INC. 

Actuahn  and  Consulunls 

Suilr  400 

2445  M  Slrtrl  N.W 

Washinglon.  DC  20037-1435 

Telephone:  202/429-9760 

Fax:  202/331-3387 

May  16,  1994 


D.C.  Retirement  Board 
1400  L  Street,  N.W. 
Suite  300 
Washington,  D.C.   20005 


Dear  Members  of  the  Board: 


At  your  request,  we  have  conducted  an  actuarial  study  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  eliminate 
the  unfunded  liability.  D.C.  Council  Bill  10-515,  The  Full  Funding  of  Pension  Liability 
Retirement  Reform  Amendment  Act  of  1994,  would  change  the  method  of  calculating  the 
District  payment,  would  request  increasing  the  Federal  payment,  and  would  change  the 
employee  contributions  and  cost-of-living  adjustments.  Delegate  Norton  has  introduced  HR 
3728  which  contains  the  same  provisions  except  for  the  change  in  the  District  payment. 

For  purposes  this  study,  we  assumed  that  Bill  10-515  be  passed  by  the  D.C.  Council  and  HR 
3728  would  be  approved  by  Congress.  At  your  request,  we  also  examined  the  impact  on  the 
District  payment  if  the  Federal  payment  were  extended  but  not  increased  or  remained 
unchang«i. 

The  data  and  assumptions  used  are  consistent  with  those  used  in  the  actuarial  valuation  report 
for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  We  believe  that  the  assumptions  used,  in  the  aggregate,  are  reasonably 
related  to  the  experience  of  the  Fund  and  the  retirement  program  and  to  reasonable 
expectations.  The  assumptions  also  represent  our  best  estimate  of  anticipated  future  experience 
of  the  plan. 
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We  hereby  certify  that,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  this  report  is  complete  and  accurate  and 
has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  generally  recognized  and  accepted  actuarial  principles 
and  practices  set  forth  by  the  American  Academy  of  Actuaries. 


Sincerely, 


John  L.  Colberg,  A.S.A. 
Associate  Actuary 

GenelM.  Kalwarsld,  F.S.A. 
Principal  &  Consulting  Actuary 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Overview  of  D.C.  Council  Bill  10-515 

'  The  Full  Funding  of  Pension  Liability  Retirement  Reform  Amendment  Act  of  1994 

(D.C.  Council  Bill  10-515)  is  intended  to  place  the  District  of  Columbia  Retirement 
Fund  orv  a  sound  actuarial  basis  and  eliminate  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  by  the 
year  2035.      The  proposed   legislation  would  affect  the  three  parties  currently 

I  contributing  to  the  Fund:      the  District  of  Columbia  government,    the  Fedenil 

j  government,  and  the  participants. 

The  main  effects  the  bill  are: 

•  The  unfunded  actuarial  liability  as  of  October  1,  1995,  would  be  eliminated  by 
i  the  end  of  fiscal  year  2035; 

•  The  current  formula  which  determines  the  District  payment  to  the  Fund  would 
j  be  changed  from  a  modified  net  pay-as-you-go  funding  method  to  an  entry  age 
j  normal,  level  percent  of  pay  funding  method; 

j  •         The  $52.07  million  payments  from  the  Federal  government  would  increase  by 

j  five  percent  annually  (the  first  increase  occurring  in  FY  1996)  and  be  extended 

i  through  fiscal  year  2035; 

i  •         Active  participants  would  be  required  to  contribute  and  additional  1  %  of  pay; 

] 

•  The  number  of  cost-of-living  adjustments  to  retirees  would  be  reduced  from 
twice  annually  to  once;  and 

•  Police  officers  and  fire  fighters  who  retired  before  February  IS,  1980,  would 
receive  cost-of-living  adjustments  based  on  the  consumer  price  index  rather  than 
on  the  active  participants'  pay  raises. 


Bill  10-515  also  requires  that,  with  respect  to  the  District  payment 

•         Plan  changes  enacted  after  October  1,  1995,  are  to  be  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  payroll  over  25  years; 


\ 


Actuarial  gains,  losses,  and  assumption  changes  are  to  be  amortized  as  a  level 
percentage  of  payroll  over  15  years;  and 

A 
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•  In  no  event  can  the  District  payment  be  less  than  $295.5  million. 

•  The  Retirement  Board  would  be  required  to  engage  an  actuary  and  pay  for  all 
actuarial  studies  for  benefit  changes. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  provisions  of  Bill  10-515  which  propose  to  extend  the 
Federal  Payment  to  the  Funds  and  increase  the  Judges'  contributions  are  not  within  the 
Council's  legislative  authority.  These  provisions,  however,  are  duplicated  in  HR  3728. 


Overview  of  HR  3728 

On  January  25,  1994,  Delegate  Norton  introduced  HR  3728,  the  District  of  Columbia 
Pension  Liability  Funding  Reform  Act  of  1994.  HR  3728  contains  the  same  provisions 
described  above  for  Bill  10-515  except  for  the  provisions  changing  the  calculation  of 
the  District  payment.  That  is,  HR  3728  would  increase  and  extend  the  Federal 
payment,  would  increase  the  active  participants'  contributions,  and  would  change  the 
cost-of-living  adjustments  provided  to  retirees. 

This  study  looks  ai  the  effects  ofHR  3728  in  conjunction  with  Bill  10-515.  References 
to  Bill  10-515  for  purposes  of  this  study  encompass  HR  3728,  as  the  provisions  of 
HR  3728  are  comained  within  Bill  10-515. 


Comments  on  the  Proposed  Legklation 

Under  the  current  law,  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  is  allowed  to  grow  at  the  rate 
of  inflation  until  2004  and  then  remains  level.  Accordingly,  the  unfunded  actuarial 
liability  would  never  be  paid  off  completely,  but  it  will  decline  in  real  dollars. 
Furthermore,  the  District  payments  are  expected  to  increase  as  a  percent  of  pay  until 
2005,  when  the  District's  contribution  will  be  over  70%  of  payroll. 

Bill  10-515  would  place  the  District  on  a  sound  actuarial  funding  method,  the  entry  age 
normal  cost  method.  This  funding  method  is  the  funding  method  most  commonly  used 
by  public  sector  plans.  Under  this  funding  method,  the  District  payment  would  remain 
level  as  a  percentage  of  payroll,  except  for  actuarial  gains  and  losses. 

The  purpose  of  the  entry  age  normal  funding  method  is  to  provide  a  contribution  that 
is  stable  as  a  percentage  of  payroll.  This  should  not  be  confused  with  the  disclosure 
requirements  under  GASB  Statement  Number  5.  The  purpose  of  GASB  5  is  to  provide 
a  uniform  method  of  disclosing  liabilities  for  the  public  including  investors  and  other 
interested  parties.  In  particular,  GASB  has  determined  that  a  standardized  measure  of 
funding  should  be  used  and  that  the  most  appropriate  and  most  comparable  funding 
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•  In  no  event  can  the  District  payment  be  less  than  $295.5  million. 

•  The  Retirement  Board  would  be  required  to  engage  an  actuary  and  pay  for  all 
actuarial  studies  for  benefit  changes. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  provisions  of  Bill  10-515  which  propose  to  extend  the 
Federal  Payment  to  the  Funds  and  increase  the  Judges'  contributions  are  not  within  the 
Council's  legislative  authority.  These  provisions,  however,  are  duplicated  in  HR  3728. 


Overview  of  HR  3728 

On  January  25,  1994,  Delegate  Norton  introduced  HR  3728,  the  District  of  Columbia 
Pension  Liability  Funding  Reform  Act  of  1994.  HR  3728  contains  the  same  provisions 
described  above  for  Bill  10-515  except  for  the  provisions  changing  the  calculation  of 
the  District  payment.  That  is,  HR  3728  would  increase  and  extend  the  Federal 
payment,  would  increase  the  active  participants'  contributions,  and  would  change  the 
cost-of-living  adjustments  provided  to  retirees. 

This  study  looks  at  the  effects  ofHR  3728  in  conjunction  with  Bill  10-515.  References 
to  Bill  10-515  for  purposes  of  this  study  encompass  HR  3728.  as  the  provisions  of 
HR  3728  are  contained  within  Bill  10-515. 


Comments  on  the  Proposed  Legislation 

Under  the  current  law,  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  is  allowed  to  grow  at  the  rate 
of  inflation  until  2004  and  then  remains  level.  Accordingly,  the  unfunded  actuarial 
liability  would  never  be  paid  off  completely,  but  it  will  decline  in  real  dollars. 
Furthermore,  the  District  payments  are  expected  to  increase  as  a  percent  of  pay  until 
2005,  when  the  District's  contribution  will  be  over  70%  of  payroll. 

Bill  10-5 15  would  place  the  District  on  a  sound  actuarial  fiinding  method,  the  entry  age 
normal  cost  method.  This  funding  method  is  the  funding  method  most  commonly  used 
by  public  sector  plans.  Under  this  funding  method,  the  District  payment  would  remain 
level  as  a  percentage  of  payroll,  except  for  actuarial  gains  and  losses. 

The  purpose  of  the  entry  age  normal  funding  method  is  to  provide  a  contribution  that 
is  stable  as  a  percentage  of  payroll.  This  should  not  be  confused  with  the  disclosure 
requirements  under  GASB  Statement  Number  5.  The  purpose  of  GASB  5  is  to  provide 
a  uniform  method  of  disclosing  liabilities  for  the  public  including  investors  and  other 
interested  parties.  In  particular,  GASB  has  determined  that  a  standardized  measure  of 
funding  should  be  used  and  that  the  most  appropriate  and  most  comparable  funding 


V 


1-2 


MILUMAN  &  ROBERTSON,  INC. 


1133 

SECTION  n 
PROJECTED  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

Introduction 

A  fundamental  principle  in  Hnancing  the  liabilities  of  any  retirement  program  is  that 
the  cost  of  its  benefits  should  be  related  to  the  period  in  which  benefits  are  earned, 
rather  than  to  the  period  of  benefit  distribution.  Before  Home  Rule,  however,  this 
principle  was  not  followed.  The  liabilities  for  the  Retirement  Fund  were  fmanccd  on 
a  "net  pay-as-you-go"  basis.  That  is,  the  Federal  government's  "contributions"  to  the 
plan  were  the  benefit  payments  less  any  employee  contributions. 

The  method  currently  used  to  calculate  the  District  payment  is  a  combination  of  the  net 
pay-as-you-go  funding  method  and  the  "entry  age  normal  actuarial  cost  method."' 
Under  the  entry  age  normal  actuarial  cost  method,  a  level-percent-of-pay  employer  cost 
is  determined  which,  along  with  member  contributions,  will  pay  for  the  expected 
benefits  for  each  participant  by  the  time  he  or  she  retires.  The  level  percent  developed 
is  called  the  "normal  cost  percent,"  and  the  product  of  that  rate  and  payroll  is  the 
"normal  cost." 

The  portion  of  the  present  value  of  projected  benefits  which  will  not  be  paid  by  future 
normal  costs  is  called  the  "actuarial  liability."  The  difference  between  the  actuarial 
liability  and  the  funds  accumulated  as  of  the  same  date  is  referred  to  as  the  unfunded 
actuarial  liability  (UAL).  Unfunded  actuarial  liabilities  generally  exist  when  either  (1) 
past  contributions  were  less  than  the  normal  cost  or  (2)  the  actual  experience  of  the 
plan  is  less  favorable  than  was  expected.  In  order  to  prevent  the  UAL  from  growing, 
the  annual  contribution  must  be  at  least  equal  to  the  normal  cost  plus  interest  on  the 
UAL.   Actuarial  gains  and  losses  will  almost  certainly  cause  variations  in  the  UAL. 

Current  status  of  the  UAL 

As  of  the  most  recent  valuation  date,  the  UAL  under  the  entry  age  normal  method  was 
SS.O  billion.'  If  all  the  assumptions  are  realized,  the  UAL  will  grow  to  $6.1  billion 


1 


3 
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by  FY  2004.   This  is  because  the  Federal  and  District  payments,  as  defined  by  law, 
will  be  less  than  the  net  normal  cost  plus  interest  on  the  UAL. 

After  2004  the  UAL  is  expected  to  remain  level,  since  the  District  payment  after  2004 
is  equal  to  the  net  normal  cost  plus  interest  on  the  UAL. 


Tlie  effect  of  Bill  10-515  on  the  UAL 

Bill  10-515  develops  a  plan  for  eliminating  the  UAL  over  40  years.  Under  the  funding 
method  provided  for  in  the  current  law,  the  UAL  will  not  be  eliminated.  Under  the 
proposed  legislation,  the  UAL  initially  will  increase.  This  is  the  nature  of  level 
percent-of-pay  amortization.  In  the  earlier  years,  contributions  to  the  Fund  will  not 
fully  cover  the  interest  on  the  UAL.  However,  as  the  District  payment  increases  with 
payroll  and  as  the  Federal  payment  increases  5%  annually,  the  contributions  will  pay 
off  the  initial  UAL  in  40  years.  Furthermore,  the  initial  UAL  is  reduced  slightly 
because  of  the  reduction  in  the  COLA  from  twice  per  year  to  once  per  year. 

Graph  II- 1  below  compares  the  expected  development  of  the  UAL,  assuming  all 
assumptions  are  realized,  under  the  cunent  situation  and  under  the  bill. 
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In  addition  to  placing  the  fund  on  an  actuarially  sound  funding  basis,  the  District 
payment  should  stabilize  as  a  percent  of  pay  under  the  bill.  Graph  II-2  below  shows 
the  total  payments  to  the  fund  (District,  Federal,  and  participant)  through  FY  2040. 
Note  that  the  payments  under  the  bill  stabilize  at  approximately  62%  of  payroll  until 
the  initial  UAL  is  fully  amortized  when  the  payments  drop  to  just  over  30%  of  pay. 
Under  the  current  law,  the  payments  will  increase  to  over  78%  of  pay  in  2005  and  then 
gradually  fall. 


CnpbU-2' 
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SECTION  in 

EFFECT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 
ON  THE  CONTRIBUTING  PARTIES 


The  District  of  Columbia  Retirement  Fund  receives  contributions  from  three  sources: 
the  Federal  government,  the  District  government,  and  the  participating  employees.  The 
proposed  bill  would  change  the  allocation  among  the  three  contributors  and  would 
increase  the  total  contributions  to  the  fund  over  the  next  40  years  to  pay  for  the 
unfunded  actuarial  liability. 


Current  Contributions 

Currently,  the  Federal  government  contributes  $52.07  million  annually  until  FY  2004, 
as  provided  for  in  the  current  law.  The  participants  contribute  7%  of  pay,  except  that 
judges  pay  3.5%  or  7%  depending  upon  whether  they  elect  survivor  coverage.  The 
District  payment  is  determined  by  the  statute. 

The  District  payment  is  the  sum  of  three  components: 

1 .  The  lesser  of 

a.  the  net  pay-as-you-go  cost  or 

b.  net  normal  cost  plus  interest  on  the  statutory  UAL. 

The  net  pay-as-you-go  cost  is  equal  to  the  projected  benefit  payments  for  the 
fiscal  year  minus  the  anticipated  employee  contributions. 

The  net  normal  cost  equals  the  normal  cost,  which  represents  the  benefits 
earned  by  the  participants  in  that  year,  less  the  employee  contributions. 

The  statutory  UAL  is  equal  to  the  UAL  described  in  the  previous  section  less 
the  present  value  of  future  Federal  payments  less  the  present  value  of  the  future 
District  amortization  payments  described  in  component  (2)(a). 

2.  The  lesser  of 

a.  10-year  amortization  (level  dollar)  of  the  difference  between  the  current 
unfunded  liability  projected  to  2004  less  the  unfunded  liability  fix)m 
1979  projected  to  2004 

b.  30%  of  the  net  pay-as-you-go  cost  for  teachers  and  judges  or  10%  of  the 
net  pay-as-you-go  cost  for  police/fire. 
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3.        The  25-year  amortization  of  the  present  value  of  any  changes  in  benefits 

Graph  III-l  shows  the  breakdown  of  contributions  by  the  Federal  government,  the 
employees,  and  the  District. 
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Contributions  under  the  proposed  legislation 

Under  the  proposed  legislation,  the  Federal  contribution  would  be  increased  by  5% 
annually,  with  the  first  increase  beginning  in  FY  1996.  The  Federal  payments  would 
also  be  extended  through  fiscal  year  2035.  The  present  value  of  the  increase  in  Federal 
payments  as  of  the  beginning  of  FY  1995  (October  1,  1994)  is  $1.1  billion. 
The  employees  would  be  required  to  contribute  an  additional  one  percent  of  their  pay 
toward  the  retirement  program.  In  addition,  the  teachers,  police  officers,  and  fire 
fighters  who  have  been  receiving  COLA  increases  twice  annually  would  receive  them 
once  annually. 

As  a  result  of  Bill  10-515,  the  District's  contribution  would  be  on  an  actuarially  funded 
basis.  In  an  actuarially  funded  system,  the  contribution  generally  consists  of  two 
components:  (1)  a  normal  cost,  which  pays  for  benefits  being  earned,  and  (2) 
amortization  of  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability  (UAL),  which  pays  for  benefits 
previously  earned  but  not  paid.   The  actuarial  cost  method  proposed  in  the  biU  is  the 
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same  one  currently  used  to  develop  the  normal  cost  and  the  actuarial  liability,  the  entry 
age  normal  actuarial  cost  method.  This  actuarial  cost  method  is  the  one  most 
commonly  used  by  public  sector  retirement  plans. 

The  initial  unfunded  liability  would  be  amortized  over  40  years.  Any  changes  in 
benefits  would  be  amortized  over  25  years.  All  assumption  changes  and  actuarial  gains 
and  losses  would  be  amortized  over  15  years.  The  amortization  would  be  as  a  level 
percent  of  pay,  an  approach  commonly  used  for  public  sector  plans. 

The  breakdown  of  contributions  by  the  Federal  government,  the  employees,  and  the 
District  under  the  bill  are  shown  in  Graph  III-2. 


Onpbia-f 


Annual  Payments 

\S  in  millions) 


under  BiU  10-515 


1995  2000  2005  2010  2015   2020  2025  2030  2035  2040 

Fiscal  Year 
Wk  District        WM  Employees  ^13  Federal 


tcfcr  la  TiMb  ID  ■  Atfmta.  B  for  ke  nlwa  rrwIiMrl  ■  te  (i^k. 

A 


\ 


in-3 


MILUMAN  &  ROBERTSON.  INC 


1139 
SECTION  rv 

EFFECT  OF  ACTUARIAL  GAINS  AND  LOSSES 


The  previous  sections  make  the  assumption  that  no  actuarial  gains  or  losses  would 
occur  in  the  future.  This  section  analyzes  the  impact  on  the  unfunded  actuarial  liability 
and  on  the  total  payments  to  the  fund  if  actuarial  gains  and  losses  were  to  occur. 

After  2004  the  current  statute  provides  no  provision  to  account  for  any  of  these  changes 
in  the  UAL.  Bill  10-515  would  require  that  the  District  amortize  assumption  changes 
and  actuarial  gains  and  losses  over  a  period  of  15  years.  All  plan  changes  would  be 
amortized  over  25  years. 

Under  the  current  law,  gains  and  losses  will  have  a  dramatic  increase  on  the 
contribution  rate  until  2004,  when  gains  and  losses  will  have  a  diminished  effect  on  the 
District  payment.  This  is  because  until  2004  the  unfunded  liability  is  measured  against 
the  expected  unfunded  liability  projected  from  that  determined  in  1979  and  amortized 
as  a  level  dollar  amount  over  10  years.  After  2004,  the  gains  and  losses  are  never 
amortized,  only  the  interest  is  paid. 

Graph  IV- 1  shows  the  impact  on  the  UAL  through  2040  assuming  a  $0.5  billion  loss 
in  2004  and  a  $1.0  billion  loss  in  2024.  Under  the  current  law,  the  UAL  stays  at  the 
increased  level.    Under  the  bill,  each  increase  is  paid  off  over  15  years. 
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Graph  IV-2  shows  the  impact  on  the  total  payment  which  corresponds  with  the  losses 
depicted  above.  Notice  that,  with  a  loss  of  $0.S  billion,  the  payment  increases  by 
about  4%  of  pay  for  15  years.  After  15  years  the  payments  return  to  what  they  would 
have  been  had  the  loss  not  occurred.  The  second  loss  of  $1.0  billion  increases  the 
contribution  by  about  3%  of  pay  until  2040*,  when  the  contribution  returns  to  just  over 
30%. 


anpblV-2 


90% 


Total  Payments  to  the  Fund 

percent  of  payroll  with  losses  in  2004  and  2024 


1995    2000    2005    2010    2015    2020    2025    2030    2035    2040 

Fiscal  Year 

_^  current  law  _^  Bill  10-515 


Conversely,  an  actuarial  gain  would  decrease  the  UAL  under  the  current  situation. 
Under  the  bill,  the  decrease  in  UAL  is  credited  toward  the  District  payment  for  15 
years.  Significant  actuarial  gains  can  easily  cause  the  UAL  to  become  negative  once 
the  initial  UAL  is  fully  amortized.  This  effect  is  shown  in  Graph  rV-3,  which 
demonstrates  the  impact  of  a  $0.5  billion  gain  in  2004  and  a  $1.0  billion  gain  in  2024. 
Notice  how  the  unamortized  portion  of  the  actuarial  gain  causes  the  UAL  to  become 
negative  in  FY  2036. 
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GnphJV-3 


Unfunded  Actuarial  Liability 

assuming  gains  ia  2004  and  2024        ' 


1995    2000    2005    2010    2015    2020    2025    2030    2035    2040 

Fiscal  Year 
_^  current  law  .^  Bill  10-515 


The  contribution  pattern  which  reflects  the  gains  occurring  above  is  shown  in  the 
following  graph.    Notice  how  the  contribution  rate  drops  after  a  gain,  but  returns  to     j 
its  previous  level  once  the  gain  is  fully  amortized.  j 
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Regardless  of  the  actuarial  gains  and  losses,  the  initial  UAL  as  of  October  1,  1995 
would  be  fully  amortized  by  October  1 .  2035  (FY  2036).  In  all  likelihood,  there  will 
be  some  small  remaining  UAL-either  positive  or  negative-due  to  unamortized  plan 
changes,  assumptions  changes,  or  actuarial  gains  and  losses. 
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SECTION  V 


EFFECT  OF  CHANGES  IN  THE  FEDERAL  PAYMENT  ON  THE  DISTRICT 


The  proposed  legislation  calls  for  the  Federal  government  to  increase  it's  contribution 
to  the  Fund  by  5%  annual  and  to  extend  it  through  FY  2035.  The  purpose  of  this 
section  is  to  show  the  effect  on  the  District  payment  if  the  Federal  government  does 
not  agree  to  this  increased  payment. 

Under  current  law  the  District  will  continue  to  receive  $52.1  million  a  year  from  the 
Federal  Government  until  2004  and  the  District  contribution  will  steadily  inaeases  to 
just  over  71  %  of  payroll  in  2005  and  then  steadily  decrease  to  around  32%  in  2040. 
Under  Bill  10-515  the  District  contribution  stabilizes  around  44%  and  then  drops  to  just 
over  22%  when  the  UAL  is  fully  amortized. 

We  have  examined  the  effect  of  two  alternatives  on  the  District  payment.  Alternative 
1  would  have  the  District  enact  Bill  10-515  except  that  the  contribution  received  from 
the  Federal  government  would  be  extended  through  the  year  2035,  but  remain  at  a  level 
$52. 1  million  annually.  Under  this  assumption  the  District  payment  would  stabilize  at 
just  under  50%  of  payroll  until  the  UAL  is  fully  amortized  when  payments  drop  to  just 
over  22%  of  pay.  Alternative  II  would  have  the  District  enact  Bill  10-515,  but  there 
would  be  no  change  in  the  contributions  made  by  the  Federal  government  from  current 
law.  Under  the  second  scenario  the  payment  stabilizes  at  just  over  52  %  of  payroll  and 
drops  to  just  over  22%  when  the  UAL  is  fully  amortized. 

Graph  V- 1  below  shows  the  District  payment  as  a  percent  of  payroll  for  the  current, 
proposed  Bill  10-515  and  both  assumptions.  Table  V  shows  the  District  payment  under 
these  four  conditions. 
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TABUEV 

COMPARISON  OF  DISTRICT  CONTRIBUTIONS 
MiUioDt  -  PcmalolP»jf 


Currtnt  Law 

Bill  10 

-515 

Altwnttiv* 

AHemativt       1 

1995 

$297^ 

53.8% 

$2972 

53.8% 

$2972 

53.8% 

II 
$2972 

53.8% 

1990 

3202 

552% 

295J 

51.0% 

295.5 

51.0% 

304.1 

52.4% 

1997 

343i 

56.4% 

295.5 

48.5% 

304.8 

50.1% 

319.4 

52.5% 

1998 

367.4 

57.5% 

295J 

482% 

320.1 

50.1% 

335.4 

52.5% 

1999 

393.4 

58.6% 

300.0 

44.7% 

338.1 

50.1% 

3522 

52.5% 

2000 

420.9 

59.7% 

314.9 

44.7% 

352.9 

50.1% 

369.7 

52.5% 

2001 

448.5 

60.6% 

330.8 

44.7% 

370.5 

50.1% 

3882 

52.5% 

20O2 

475.8 

612% 

3472 

44.7% 

389.1 

50.1% 

407.7 

52.5% 

2003 

503.9 

618% 

364.6 

44.7% 

408.6 

50.1% 

4282 

52.5% 

2004 

531.7 

62.1% 

382.9 

44.7% 

429.1 

50.1% 

449.7 

52.5% 

200S 

640.3 

712% 

399.9 

44.5% 

447.9 

49.8% 

4692 

522% 

2008 

651.0 

68.9% 

419.0 

44.4% 

469.1 

49.7% 

491 J 

52.0% 

2007 

662J 

66.8% 

439.9 

44.4% 

492.5 

49.7% 

515J 

52.0% 

2008 

674.1 

64.7% 

461.9 

44.4% 

517.1 

49.7% 

541.6 

52.0% 

2009 

688.5 

62.8% 

485.0 

44.4% 

543.0 

49.7% 

568.7 

52.0% 

2010 

699.6 

60.9% 

509.3 

44.4% 

5702 

40.7% 

5972 

52.0% 

2011 

713.2 

592% 

534.7 

44.4% 

598.8 

49.7% 

627.0 

52.0% 

2012 

727.8 

57.5% 

561.5 

44.4% 

628.6 

49.7% 

658.4 

52.0% 

2013 

742.7 

55.9% 

589.5 

44.4% 

660.0 

49.7% 

691 J 

52.0% 

2014 

758.5 

54.4% 

619.0 

44.4% 

693.0 

49.7% 

725J 

5^0% 

201 S 

775.1 

52.9% 

650.0 

44.4% 

727.7 

49.7% 

7622 

52.0% 

2016 

792.8 

51.5% 

682.5 

44.4% 

764.1 

49.7% 

800J 

52.0% 

2017 

810.9 

502% 

716.6 

44.4% 

802.3 

49.7% 

840.3 

52.0% 

2018 

830.2 

48.9% 

752.4 

44.4% 

842.4 

49.7% 

882.3 

52.0% 

2019 

850.4 

47.7% 

790.0 

44.4% 

884.5 

49.7% 

926.4 

52.0% 

2020 

871.8 

46.6% 

829.6 

44.4% 

928.8 

49.7% 

972.8 

52.0% 

2021 

893.9 

45.5% 

871.0 

44.4% 

975.1 

49.7% 

1,021.4 

52.0% 

2022 

917.3 

44.5% 

9148 

44.4% 

1.023.9 

49.7% 

1,072.5 

5^0% 

2023 

941.9 

43.5% 

960.3 

44.4% 

1,075.1 

49.7% 

1,126.1 

52.0% 

2024 

967.7 

4i6% 

1,008.3 

44.4% 

1,128.9 

49.7% 

1,182.4 

52.0% 

2025 

994.7 

41.7% 

1,058.7 

44.4% 

1,185.3 

49.7% 

1241.5 

52.0% 

2028 

1 .0232 

40.8% 

1,111.7 

44.4% 

1244.6 

49.7% 

1,303.8 

52.0% 

2027 

1,053.0 

40.0% 

1.167.3 

44.4% 

1.306.9 

49.7% 

1 ,368.8 

52.0% 

2028 

1.084.4 

392% 

1225.6 

44.4% 

1.372.1 

49.7% 

1,4372 

52.0% 

2029 

1,117.3 

38.5% 

1286.9 

44.4% 

1.440.8 

49.7% 

1,509.1 

52.0% 

2030 

1.151.9 

37.8% 

1,351.3 

44.4% 

1.512.9 

49.7% 

1,584.6 

52.0% 

2031 

1,1882 

37.1% 

1,4188 

44.4% 

1.588.4 

49.7% 

1,663.8 

52.0% 

2032 

1226.3 

36.5% 

1.489.8 

44.4% 

1,667.9 

49.7% 

1,747.0 

52.0% 

2033 

1268.3 

35.9% 

1.5642 

44.4% 

1,7512 

49.7% 

1,834  J 

52.0% 

2034 

1,308.3 

35.3% 

1.642.5 

44.4% 

1.838.9 

49.7% 

1,926.1 

52.0% 

2035 

1.352.4 

348% 

1.724.6 

44.4% 

1.930.8 

49.7% 

2.022.4 

izank 

2038 

1.398.8 

34J% 

910.8 

22J% 

910.8 

22.3% 

910J 

22J% 

2037 

1.447.4 

334% 

956.3 

22.3% 

958J 

22.3% 

958^ 

77  J% 

2038 

1.498.S 

33  J% 

1,004.1 

773% 

1.004.1 

22.3% 

1,004.1 

773% 

2039 

1.552.1 

32.8% 

1.054.4 

22J% 

1.054.4 

22.3% 

1,054.4 

22J« 

2040 

1.608.4 

32.4% 

1,107.1 

22.3% 

1,107.1 

22.3% 

1,107.1 

223% 

\ 


The  value*  In  the  uMe  utume  aO  actiuriti  tnumptioia  ire  realized,  and  that  then  are  no  beaeft 
cfaaatei  or  cfaaofes  to  the  actuarial  aiaumpUona.  Refer  to  Appendix  A  tat  further  deuQ  on  the  actuarial 

aaaumptiona. 

Tbcie  projectiooi  are  baied  on  the  projraai  provUona  aa  iummarized  in  the  October  1, 1993  actuarial 
valuation  report  (or  the  Focal  Year  199S  ai  amended  by  Public  Law  103-  1Z7. 

Alteraatiw  I  -  FedenI  payment  would  be  extended  thnMi(b  the  year  2035,  but  remain  at  a  Icvd 
$52.1  million  annuaDy. 

Alternative  II  -  Federal  payment  would  remain  at  SS2.1  minion  annually  and  would  ceaae  aficr  20O4. 
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Appendix  A  —  Actuarial  Assumptions  and  Data 

The  actuarial  assumptions  and  the  data  used  for  this  study  were  identical  to  those 
used  for  the  October  1,  1993,  actuarial  valuation  for  Fiscal  Year  1995.  Where 
necessary,  additional  assumptions  were  made  as  follows: 

>•  Investment  return  assumptions:  7%  compounded  annually 

>  Increases  in  total  payroll:  5%  annually 
>•  Increases  in  cost— of— living:  5%  annually 

>  New  entrants  occur  so  that  the  active  populations,  in  aggregate,  remain  stable 
over  time 

>  The  effect  of  Public  Law  103- 127  is  reflected  in  this  study. 

>  Except  as  indicated,  no  gains  and  losses  are  incurred  by  the  Fund. 

>  There  will  be  no  changes  in  benefits  or  changes  in  the  actuarial  assumptions. 

>•  All  Federal,  District,  and  employee  contributions  are  made  in  full.  Federal 
payments  are  assumed  to  be  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year.  All 
other  payments  are  assumed  to  be  made,  on  average,  in  the  middle  of  the 
fiscal  year. 
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Appendix  B  —  Graph  Values 
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TABLE  11-1 


UNFUNDED  ACTUARIAL  LIABILITY 

Billhal 


CURRENT  LAW 

BlU  10-515 

1995 

$5.1 

$5.0 

1996 

5.3 

5.2 

1997 

5.4 

5.3 

199a 

5.5 

5.4 

1999 

5.8 

5.8 

2000 

5.7 

18 

2001 

5.8 

8.0 

2002 

5.8 

6.2 

2003 

8.0 

8.3 

2004 

6.0 

8.5 

2005 

6.1 

6.7 

2006 

6.1 

6.9 

2007 

6.1 

7.0 

2008 

6.1 

7.2 

2009 

6.1 

7.3 

2010 

6.1 

7.5 

2011 

6.1 

7.6 

2012 

6.1 

7.8 

2013 

6.1 

7.9 

2014 

8.1 

8.0 

2015 

8.1 

8.1 

2oie 

8.1 

&1 

2017 

8.1 

8.2 

201* 

8.1 

8.2 

2019 

8.1 

8.2 

2020 

8.1 

8.2 

2021 

8.1 

8.2 

2022 

6.1 

8.1 

2023 

6.1 

7.9 

2024 

8.1 

7.8 

2025 

8.1 

7.5 

2026 

8.1 

7.3 

2027 

6.1 

6.9 

2028 

6.1 

6.5 

2029 

8.1 

6.0 

2030 

8.1 

5.5 

2031 

8.1 

4.8 

2032 

8.1 

4.1 

2033 

8.1 

3.3 

2034 

6.1 

^^ 

2035 

8.1 

1.2 

2038 

8.1 

0.0 

2037 

8.1 

0.0 

2038 

8.1 

0.0 

2039 

6.1 

0.0 

2040 

8.1 

0.0 

V 


The  vilua  ia  the  uble  uumc  >II  ictiurial  utumpdon  ire  naliied,  lod  Ihil  ibera 
•re  DO  bencfil  clua|a  or  duoiei  to  Ihe  Ktuiriil  tauiiipdont.  Refer  lo  Appendix  A 
for  further  deuil  on  the  actuarial  anumpUonn. 

ThcK  projecUoon  are  baaed  oa  the  ptofram  pravWooa  aa  aummarlzed  in  the 
October  1.  1993  actuarial  valuation  report  for  the  Flacal  Year  1995  a«  amended  bjr 
Public  Law  103 -1Z7. 
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TABLE  11-2 

TOTAL  PAYMENTS  TO  THE  FUND 
p€nxal  ol  ftynll 


CURRENT  LAW 

Biai0-51S 

1995 

70.4% 

7a4% 

1996 

71.3% 

68.5% 

1997 

Ti.0% 

66.1% 

1996 

72.7% 

63.8% 

1990 

73.5% 

62.3% 

2<X)0 

74.2% 

622% 

2001 

74.8% 

62.2% 

2002 

75.0% 

62.2% 

2003 

753% 

622% 

2004 

75.3% 

623% 

2005 

78.3% 

62.0% 

2006 

76.0% 

61.9% 

2007 

73.9% 

61.9% 

2008 

71.8% 

61.9% 

2009 

69.9% 

61.9% 

2010 

68.0% 

61.9% 

2011 

66.3% 

61.9% 

2012 

64.6% 

61.9% 

2013 

63.0% 

61.9% 

2014 

61.5% 

61.9% 

2015 

60.0% 

61.9% 

2016 

58.6% 

61.9% 

2017 

57.3% 

61.9% 

2016 

56.1% 

61.9% 

2019 

54.9% 

61.9% 

2020 

53.7% 

61.9% 

2021 

52.6% 

61.9% 

2022 

51.6% 

61.9% 

2023 

50.6% 

61.9% 

2024 

49.7% 

61.9% 

2025 

48.8% 

61.9% 

2026 

47.9% 

61.9% 

2027 

47.1% 

61.9% 

2028 

46.4% 

61.9% 

2029 

45.6% 

61.9% 

2030 

44.9% 

61.9% 

2031 

44.3% 

61.9% 

2032 

43.6% 

61.9% 

2033 

43.0% 

61.9% 

2034 

42.4% 

61.9% 

203S 

41.9% 

61  J% 

2036 

41.4% 

3a4« 

2037 

4a9% 

3a4« 

2038 

4a4% 

3a4% 

2039 

40.0% 

3a4% 

2040 

39.5% 

3a4% 

V 


Tbc  viluci  in  Ibc  table  mumc  til  MUuial  tttuiaptiom  *cc  realized,  and  that  there 
an  BO  benefit  chan|ea  or  chaD|ea  to  tbe  actuarial  amnpiioat.  Refer  to  Appeodii  A 
for  fuitker  deuil  oo  tbc  adnarial  aaunpiioaa. 

Tbeae  projecUoaa  are  baicd  «■  the  pofnin  pronUooa  aa  aamiDariicd  la  the 
October  1,  1993  acturiai  valoalio*  report  for  Ibc  Ftacil  Year  199S  aa  (neoded  by 
PaMic  Law  103-127. 
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TABLE m 

COMPARISION  OF  CONTRIBUTIONS 

milSooM 


CURRENT  LAW 

BILL  to 

-8U 

DIttrlet 

Federal 

Emp(oye* 

Told 

OUUd 

F*d*ral 

Employ** 

ToM 

IMS 

$297.2 

$5^1 

»3».7 

t388.0 

$207.2 

$5Z1 

$38.7 

$388.0 

19M 

320.2 

52.1 

41.2 

41XS 

295.5 

54.7 

47.1 

397.3 

1897 

343.2 

52.1 

43.3 

438.6 

2915 

57.4 

48.5 

402.4 

1S98 

367.4 

52.1 

45.5 

465.0 

285.5 

60.3 

52.0 

407.8 

1999 

393.4 

52.1 

47.7 

483.2 

300.0 

63.3 

54.5 

417.8 

2000 

420.9 

s^.^ 

50.1 

523.1 

314.8 

68.5 

57.3 

438.7 

2001 

448.5 

52.1 

5Z6 

553.2 

ssas 

69.8 

60.1 

460.S 

2002 

475.6 

521 

55.3 

583.0 

347.2 

73.3 

83.1 

483.8 

2003 

503.8 

52.1 

58.0 

614.0 

364.8 

76.8 

66.S 

507.8 

2004 

531.7 

52.1 

60.9 

644.7 

382.8 

80.8 

68.8 

533.3 

2005 

640.3 

0.0 

64.0 

704.3 

399.9 

84.8 

73.1 

557.8 

200« 

£51.0 

0.0 

67.2 

718.2 

419.0 

88.1 

76.8 

584.9 

2007 

662.3 

0.0 

70.5 

732.8 

439.9 

83.5 

80.8 

614.0 

200S 

674.1 

0.0 

74.0 

748.1 

461.9 

98.2 

84.8 

644.7 

2009 

686.5 

OO 

77.7 

764.2 

485.0 

103.1 

88.8 

677.0 

2010 

699.6 

0.0 

81.6 

781.2 

509.3 

108.2 

83.3 

710.8 

2011 

713.2 

0.0 

85.7 

798.9 

534.7 

113.7 

88.0 

746.4 

2012 

727.8 

0.0 

90.0 

817.6 

561.5 

119.3 

10Z8 

783.7 

2013 

74^7 

0.0 

94.5 

637.2 

589.5 

125.3 

108.0 

822.8 

2014 

758.5 

0.0 

99.2 

857.7 

619.0 

131.6 

113.4 

864.0 

201 S 

775.1 

0.0 

104.2 

879.3 

650.0 

138.2 

118.1 

807.3 

2016 

79^8 

0.0 

109.4 

902.0 

682.5 

145.1 

125.0 

852.6 

2017 

810.9 

0.0 

114.9 

92S8 

716.8 

15Z3 

131.3 

1,000.2 

2018 

830.2 

0.0 

120.6 

950.8 

752.4 

159.9 

137.8 

i.osai 

2019 

850.4 

0.0 

126.6 

977.0 

790.0 

167.8 

144.7 

1.102.8 

2020 

871.6 

0.0 

133.0 

1.004.6 

829.6 

176.3 

15i0 

1.157.9 

2021 

893.9 

0.0 

139.8 

1.033.5 

871.0 

185.1 

158.6 

1,215.7 

2022 

917.3 

0.0 

146.6 

1.063.9 

914.6 

184.4 

167.5 

1.278.5 

2023 

941.9 

0.0 

153.8 

1.095.8 

960.3 

204.1 

175.8 

1.340.3 

2024 

967.7 

0.0 

161.6 

1.129.3 

1,008.3 

214.3 

184.7 

1.407.3 

2025 

994.7 

0.0 

168.7 

1.164.4 

1,058.7 

225.0 

184.0 

1.477.7 

2028 

1,023.2 

0.0 

178.2 

1.201.4 

1,111.7 

236.3 

203.7 

1.551.7 

2027 

1.053.0 

0.0 

187.1 

1,240.1 

1,167.3 

248.1 

213.8 

1.829.2 

2028 

1.084.4 

0.0 

196.5 

1.280.9 

1,225.6 

260.5 

224.5 

1,710.8 

2029 

1.117.3 

0.0 

206.3 

1.323.6 

1,286.8 

273.5 

235.8 

1,796.2 

2030 

1.151.9 

0.0 

216.6 

1.368.5 

1,351.3 

287.2 

247.5 

1.886.0 

2031 

1.188.2 

0.0 

227.4 

1,415.8 

1,418.8 

301.8 

2S8.8 

1.98a3 

2032 

1.228.3 

0.0 

238.8 

1,465.1 

1.489.8 

316,7 

272.8 

2.078.4 

2033 

1.268.3 

0.0 

250.7 

1.517.0 

1,564.2 

332.S 

288.6 

2,183.3 

2034 

1.308.3 

0.0 

263.3 

1.571.8 

1,642.5 

348.1 

300.8 

2,292.5 

2035 

1.3S2.4 

0.0 

276.4 

1,628.8 

1.724.6 

366.8 

315.8 

2,407.1 

2038 

1.398.8 

0.0 

290.3 

1,689.1 

810.8 

0.0 

331.7 

M42.S 

2037 

1,447.4 

0.0 

304.8 

1,752.2 

956.3 

0.0 

348.3 

1.304.6 

2038 

1.498.5 

0.0 

320.0 

1,818.5 

1.004.1 

0.0 

365.7 

1,388.8 

2039 

1.552.1 

0.0 

336.0 

1,888.1 

1.054.4 

0.0 

384.0 

1.438.4 

2040 

1,608.4 

0.0 

352.8 

1,961.2 

1.107.1 

0.0 

403.2 

1.510.3 

The  vilua  ia  the  (able  aaume  all  actuarial  assumpdoiia  are  realized,  and  thai  there  are  no  benefit  change*  or 
change*  to  the  actuarial  aoumpliona.  Refer  to  Appendix  A  for  (urthcr  deull  on  the  aanarial  aaaumpUoa*. 

Theac  projectiona  are  baaed  on  the  program  praviaiona  u  aunmariied  In  the  October  L  1993  *clnut*t 
valuation  report  (or  the  Fiacal  Year  199S  aa  amended  by  Public  Law  103-127. 
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Appendix  C  —  Summary  of  the  Provisions  of  the  Programs 
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Summary  of  Program  Provisions: 

District  of  Columbia  Retirement  Program  for  Teachers 


1.  Membership 

Permanent,  temporary,  and  probationary  teachers  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
public  day  schools  become  members  automatically  on  their  date  of  employment 
Other  employees  covered  by  the  Teachers'  Salary  Act — including  b'brarians, 
principals,  and  counselors — also  become  members  on  their  date  of  employ- 
ment Substitute  teachers  and  employees  of  the  Department  of  School  Attendance 
and  Work  Permits  are  not  covered 

2.  Required  Member  Contributions 

Members  contribute  7%  of  annual  pay  minus  any  pay  received  for  summer 
school. 

3.  Voluntary  Member  Contributions 

Members  can  contribute  up  to  10%  of  annual  pay  toward  an  armuity  in  addition 
to  any  vested  pension. 

4.  Service 

School  Service  —  one  year  of  school  service  is  granted  for  each  year  of  employment 
with  the  D.C.  public  day  schools. 

Credited  Service  -,  service  granted  in  addition  to  school  service 

5.  Voluntary  Retirement 

EUgibility  -  age  62  with  5  years  of  school  service;  age  60  with  20  years  of 
j  total  service,  including  5  years  of  school  service;  age  55  with  30  years  of 

j  total  service,  including  5  years  of  school  service. 


BeneGt  -  1.5%  of  3-year  average  pay  Umes  service  up  to  5  years,  plus  1.75%  of 
average  pay  times  service  between  5  and  10  years,  plus  2%  of  average  pay 
times  service  over  10  years,  with  each  period  subject  to  a  minimum  benefit 
of  1%  of  average  pay  -t-  $25. 
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6.  Involuntary  Retirement 

Eligibility-  retired  involuntarilyfor  reasons  other  than  misconduct  or  delinquency 
with  25  years  of  total  service,  including  5  years  of  school  service;  or  age  50 
with  20  years  of  total  service,  including  5  years  of  school  service. 

BeneGt  -  Voluntary  Retirement  benefit  reduced  1/6%  per  month  (2%  per  year) 
that  date  of  retirement  is  before  age  55. 

7.  Disability  Retirement 

Eligibility  -  5  years  of  school  service  and  a  physical  or  mental  disability  that 
prevents  the  member  from  performing  his/her  job. 

Benefit  -  Voluntary  Retirement  benefit  subject  to  a  minimum  of  the  lesser  of 
40%  of  average  pay  or  the  benefit  that  the  member  would  receive  projecting 
service  to  age  60. 

8.  Deferred  Vested  Retirement 

Eligibility  -  5  years  of  school  service 

BeneGt  -  Voluntary  Retirement  benefit  beginning  at  age  62. 

9.  Lump  Sum  Death  Benefit 

Eligibility  -  death  before  completion  of  18  months  of  school  service  or  death 
without  an  eligible  spouse,  child,  or  parent 

BeneSt  -  Refund  of  paid  contributions 

10.  Installment  Benefits  Payable  upon  Death 

Spouse  Only 

Eligibility  -  death  before  retirement  and  married  for  at  least  two  years  or  have 
a  child  by  the  marriage 

BeneSt  -  55%  of  the  Voluntary  Retirement  benefit  subject  to  the  minimums 
specified  in  the  Disability  Retirement  Benefit 
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Spouse  and  Dependent  Children 

Eligibility  -  for  the  spouse,  as  described  above;  for  the  children,  unmarried  and 
under  18,  22  if  full-time  student,  or  any  child  dependent  because  of  a 
disability  incurred  before  age  18.  Death  does  not  have  to  occur  before 
retirement  for  the  children's  beneflts. 

BeneBt  -  spouse  benefit  as  described  above  plus  a  benefit  per  child  of  the  lesser 
of  60%  of  average  pay  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  $900,  or  $2,700 
divided  by  the  number  of  children;  payable  until  the  children  are  no  longer 
eligible. 

Dependent  Children  Only 

Eligibility  -  same  as  the  children's  benefit  above. 

Benefit  -  per  child,  the  lesser  of  75%  of  average  pay  divided  by  the  number  of 
eligible  children,  $  1,080,  or  $3,240  divided  by  the  number  of  children  payable 
until  the  children  are  no  longer  eligible. 

Surviving  Parents  Only 

Eligibility  -  death  before  retirement  and  no  eligible  spouse  or  children,  and 
parents  receive  at  least  one-half  of  their  total  income  from  member. 

BeneBt  —  spouse  benefit  as  described  above 

1 1 .  Cost-of-Living  Adjustments 

All  pensions  (except  any  additional  pension  from  voluntary  contributions) 
receive  increases  each  March  and  September.  The  March  increase  reflects  the 
change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (all  items  -  U.S.  City  average)  between 
June  and  December  of  the  previous  year.  The  September  increase  reflects  the 
change  between  previous  December  and  June. 

12.  Form  of  Payment  Options 

Normal  Form  of  Payment  -  Single  Life  Annuity 

Joint  and  55%  Survivor  (to  spouse)  -  The  original  benefit  is  reduced  by  2.5%  of 
annual  pension  up  to  $3,600,  plus  10%  of  any  amount  over  $3,600. 
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Variable  Survivor  -  A  joint  and  55%  survivor  annuity  with  the  original  benefit 
reduced  10%  plus  an  additional  5%  for  each  full  5  years,  up  to  25  years,  the 
survivor  is  younger,  with  a  total  reduction  of  40%  for  any  survivor  who  is  25 
or  more  years  younger. 

Insurance  Option  —  benefits  may  be  reduced  and  the  balance  used  to  purchase 
life  insurance. 

13.  Benefit  Changes  Since  Most  Recent  Valuation 
None. 

Benefit  Cbaoges  ia  Bill  10-515 


2.    Required  Member  Contributions 

Members  contribute  8%  of  annual  pay  minus  any  pay  received  for  summer 
school. 

1 1 .  Cost- of- Living  Adjustments 

All  pensions  (except  any  additional  pension  from  voluntary  contributions) 
receive  increases  each  March.  This  increase  reflects  the  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  (all  items  -  U.S.  Qty  average)  between  each  December. 
Increases  are  prorated  for  pensions  which  have  not  been  in  effect  for  twelve 
months. 
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Summary  of  Program  Provisions: 
Retirement  Program  for  District  of  Columbia 
Police  Officers  and  Fire  Fisbters 


1.  Membership 

All  police  officers  and  fire  fighters  of  the  District  of  Columbia  members 
automatically  on  their  date  of  employment.  Police  Cadets  are  not  eligible. 

2.  Required  Member  Contributions 

Members  contribute   7%   of  annual  salary,   including  any  differential  for 
special  assignment,  but  excluding  overtime,  longevity,  holiday,  or  military  pay. 

3.  Average  Pay 

For  those  hired  before  2/15/80,  basic  pay  for  the  highest  12  months.  For  those 
hired  on  or  after  2/15/80,  basic  pay  for  the  highest  36  months  divided  by  3. 

4.  Service 

Departmental  Service  -  each  full  year  and  additional  months  of  employment      i 
with  either  the  Metropolitan  Police  Force  or  the  D.C.  Fire  Department 

Credited  Service  —  service  granted  in  addition  to  departmental  service  for      \ 
service  with  the  military  or  federal  government. 

5.  Normal  Retirement  Benefit 
Eligibility  -  25  years  of  departmental  service  (20  years  if  hired  before  2/15/80) 

BencGt  —  2.5%  of  average  pay  times  departmental  service  up  to  25  years  (20  years 
if  hired  before  2/15/80)  plus  3%  of  average  pay  times  departmental  service 
over  25  (or  20)  years  plus  2.5%  of  average  pay  time  credited  service,  subject 
to  a  maximum  benefit  of  80%  of  pay. 

6.  Disability  Retirement 
Service- related 
Eligfljility  -  disabled  as  a  result  of  an  illness  or  injury  in  the  line  of  duty. 
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BeneBt  for  those  hired  before  2/15/80  -  2.5%  of  average  pay  times  total  years  of 
service,  subject  to  a  minimum  benefit  of  66-2/3%  of  average  pay  and 
subject  to  a  maximum  benefit  of  70%  of  average  pay. 

BeneBt  for  those  hired  on  or  after  2/15/80  -  70%  of  final  pay  times  percentage 
of  disability,  subject  to  a  minimum  benefit  of  40%  of  final  pay. 

Non- service-related 

Eligibility  -  5  years  of  departmental  service  and  a  physical  or  mental  disability 
that  prevents  the  member  fi'om  performing  his/her  job. 

BeneBt  for  those  hired  before  2/15/80  -  2%  of  average  pay  times  total  years  of 
service,  subject  to  a  minimum  benefit  of  40%  of  average  pay  and  subject 
to  a  maximum  benefit  of  70%  of  average  pay. 

BeneBt  for  those  hired  on  or  after  2/15/80  -  70%  of  final  pay  times  percentage 
of  disability,  subject  to  a  minimum  benefit  of  30%  of  final  pay. 

7.  Deferred  Vested  Retirement 
Eligibility  -  5  years  of  departmental  service 

BeneBt  -  Normal  Retirement  benefit  beginning  at  age  55. 

8.  Lump  Sum  Death  Benefit 

Eligibility  -  death  in  the  line  of  duty  not  resulting  firom  willful  misconduct, 
an  intention  to  bring  about  his/her  own  death,  or  drunkenness. 

BeneBt  -  $50,000 

9.  Installment  Benefits  Payable  upon  Death 
Spouse  Only 

Eligibility  -  death  and  married  for  at  least  two  years  or  have  a  child  by  the 
marriage. 

BeneBt  -  40%  of  the  greater  of  average  pay  and  the  salary  for  Step  6  salary 
class  1  of  the  D.C  Police  and  Fireman's  Salary  Act  in  effect,  adjusted  fat 
cost-of-living  increases  if  death  occurs  after  retirement 
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Spouse  and  Dependent  Children 

Eligibility  -  for  the  spouse,  as  described  above;  for  the  children,  uiunarried  and 
under  18,  22  if  full-time  student,  or  any  child  dependent  because  of  a 
disability  incurred  before  age  18. 

Benefit  -  spouse  beneGt  as  described  above  plus  a  beneGt  per  child  of  the  lesser 
of  60%  of  average  pay  divided  by  the  number  of  children,  $1,548,  or  $4,644 
divided  by  the  number  of  children;  payable  until  the  children  are  no  longer 
eligible. 

Dependent  Children  Only 

Eligibility  -  same  as  the  children's  benefit  above. 

Benefit  -  per  child,  75%  of  average  pay  divided  by  the  number  of  eligible  children 

Refund  of  Contributions 

If  no  eligible  dependent  exists,  all  contributions  will  be  refunded  to  a  named 
beneficiary. 

10.  Cost-of-Llving  Adjustments 

Participants  (not  beneficiaries)  who  retired  prior  to  February  15,  1980,  receive 
the  same  percentage  increase  as  active  employees. 

All  other  pensions  receive  increases  each  March  and  September.  The  March 
increase  reflects  the  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (All  Urban 
Consumers)  between  June  and  December  of  the  previous  year.  The  September 
increase  reflects  the  change  between  previous  December  and  June. 

1 1 .  Form  of  Payment  Options 

Normal  Form  of  Payment  -  Single  Life  Annuity 

Additional  Survivor  BeneGt  -  The  original  benefit  is  reduced  10%.  Thisamount 
minus  5%  for  each  full  5  years  the  survivor  is  younger  (but  not  more  than 
40%)  is  added  to  the  survivor's  benefit 
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12.  Benefit  Changes  Since  Most  Recent  Valuation 

An  Additional  50  firefighters  were  allowed  to  retire  on  disability  without 
affecting  the  Federal  Payment. 

Benefit  Cbanees  in  BUI  10-515 


2.    Required  Member  Contributions 

Members  contribute  8%  of  aimual  salary,  including  any  differential  for  special 
assignment,  but  excluding  overtime,  longevity,  holiday,  or  military  pay. 

10.  Cost- of- Living  Adjustments 

All  pensions  receive  increases  each  March.  This  increase  reflects  the  change  in 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  (All  Urban  Consumers)  between  each  December. 
Increases  are  prorated  for  pensions  which  have  not  been  in  effect  for  twelve 
months. 
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Summary  of  Program  Provisions: 

District  of  Columbia  Judges'  Retirement  Program 


1.  Membership 

Any  judge  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals  or  the  Superior  Court 

2.  Member  Contributions 

Members  contribute  3Vi%  of  aimual  salary  for  the  retirement  program  plus  an 
optional  3'A%  of  annual  salary  for  survivors'  benefits. 

3.  Service 

Judicial  Service  -  service  as  a  judge  for  the  District  of  Columbia  courts. 

Credited  Service  -  service  granted  in  addition  to  judicial  service. 

4.  Normal  Retirement 

Eligibility  -  20  years  of  judicial  service  and  age  SO,  age  60  with  10  years  of 
judicial  service,  or  age  70. 

BeneSt  -  Basic  salary  at  retirement  times  the  ratio  of  total  service  to  30,  subject 
to  a  maximum  benefit  of  80%  of  salary. 

5.  Early  Retirement 

Eligibility  -  at  least  10  but  less  than  20  years  of  judicial  service  and  age  55. 

BeneSt  -  Normal  Retirement  Benefit  reduced  1/12%  per  month  or  fraction  of 
a  month  (1%  per  year)  for  each  year  he/she  is  under  age  sixty  at  retirement 

6.  Disability  Retirement 

Eligibility  -  S  years  of  judicial  service  and  a  physical  or  mental  disability  which 
seriously  interferes  with  the  proper  performance  of  judicial  duties. 

BeneGt  -  Normal  Retirement  benefit  subject  to  a  minimum  benefit  of  50%  of 
salary. 
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Deferred  Vested  Retirement 

Eligibility-  10  years  of  judicial  service 

BeneSt  -  Normal  Retirement  benefit  beginning  at  age  60. 

Survivors'  Benefits 

Spouse  Only 

Eligibility-  contribution  of  3V4%  in  addition  to  the  retirement  Program  contributic 
5  years  of  judicial  service,  and  married  for  at  least  two  years  or  have  a  child 
by  the  marriage. 

BeneSt  —  53%  of  the  Normal  Retirement  benefit,  using  a  mim'mum  of  IS  years 
of  service. 


Spouse  and  Dependent  Children 

Eligibility  -  for  the  spouse,  as  described  above;  for  the  children,  unmarried  and 
under  18,  22  if  full-time  student,  or  any  child  dependent  because  of  a 
disability  incurred  before  age  18. 

BeneSt  -  spouse  benefit  as  described  above  plus  a  benefit  per  child  of  the  lesser 
of  50%  of  the  spouse's  armuity,  $2,808  (increased  aimually  for  cost- 
of-living),  or  $8,424  (increased  annually)  divided  by  the  nimiber  of  children; 
payable  until  the  children  are  no  longer  eligible. 

Dependent  Children  Only 

Eligibility  -  same  as  the  children's  benefit  above. 

BeneSt  -  per  child,  the  lesser  of  the  annuity  that  would  have  been  paid  to  a 
spouse,  $3,370  (increased  annually),  or  $10,110  (increased  aimually)  divided 
by  the  number  of  children;  payable  untfl  the  children  are  no  longer  eligible. 

Refund  of  Contributions 

If  a  judge  dies  with  no  eligible  dependents  before  having  recouped  all  paid 
contributions,  an  amount  equal  to  the  rettun  of  contributions  plus  interest  at 
3%  less  a  deduction  for  benefits  received  will  be  paid  to  the  person  or  persoiu 
surviving  him. 
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9.  Cost-of- Living  Adjustments 

All  pensions  will  receive  increases  equal  to  the  increases  granted  to  Civil  Service 
retirees. 

10.  Form  of  Payment  Options 

Norma]  Fonn  of  Payment  -  Single  Life  Annuity  with  optional  survivors' benefits 

11.  Benefit  Changes  Since  Most  Recent  Valuation 
None. 


Benefit  Cbanees  in  Bill  10-515 

2.    Required  Member  Contributions 

Members  contribute  4'/2%  of  annual  salary  for  the  retirement  program  plus  an 
optional  3'/j%  of  annual  salary  for  survivors'  benefits. 
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_  AHACHMENT  1 

(Sea  Question  la  on  page  1121) 


SECriON-BY-SECnON  ANALYSIS  OF  THE 

UNFUNDED  LIABILITY  LEGISLATION 

(D.C.  Act  10-239) 


•  Section  101(a)  repeals  the  requirement  that  the  actuary  determine  the  amiual  "net- 
pay-as-you-go-costs",  as  well  as  the  difference  between  the  1975  and  current  unfunded 
liability  estimates. 

•  Section  101(b)  amends  the  formula  for  calculating  the  District's  contribution  to  be: 
the  sum  of  the  net  normal  cost  and  annual  amortization  payments,  subject  to  a 
minimum  annual  payment  of  $295.5  million.  The  formula  for  determining  the 
amortization  payment  was  changed  to  be  the  sum  of 

(1)  the  pro  rata  amount  of  the  October  1,  1995  unfunded  actuarial  liability 
spread  over  40  years; 

(2)  any  increases  (or  decreases)  due  to  investment  gains  (or  losses)  and 
changes  in  actuarial  assumptions  spread  over  15  years;  and 

(3)  any  increases  (or  decreases)  due  to  changes  in  benefits  spread  over  25 
years.  All  of  these  calculations  must  "be  made  in  accordance  with  generally 
accepted  actuarial  principles  and  practices". 

•  Section  101(c)  extends  the  District's  reporting  requirements  from  the  year  2003  to 
the  year  2035. 

•  Section  101(d)  requires  the  Board  to  pay  for  actuarial  studies  of  "changes  in  benefits" 
and  no  longer  requires  that  the  actuary  look  at  the  resulting  impact  on  the  "net  pay- 
as-you-go  costs." 

•  Section  201(a)  extends  the  Federal  contribution  from  the  year  2004  to  the  year  2035 
and  increases  the  1996  contributions  by  $2,604,0(X)  (5%)  and  all  subsequent 
contributions  by  5%. 

•  Section  201(b)  extends  the  date  when  the  Comptroller  General  determines  if  the 
federal  obligation  had  been  paid  in  full  to  the  year  2035;  deletes  the  prior  description 
of  the  federal  obligation;  extends  the  actuary's  responsibility  to  determine  the  annual 
disability  retirement  rates  of  police  and  firefighters  to  the  year  2035;  and  extends  the 
coverage  of  the  accompanying  trigger  mechanism  to  the  year  2035. 

•  Section  301  increases  the  employee  contributions  of  police  and  firefighters  from  7% 
to  8%. 
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Section  302,  as  of  1997,  reduces  the  biannual  "Cost  of  Living  Adjustments"  (COLAs) 
received  by  police  and  firefighters  to  one  annual  COLA  by  eliminating  the  COLAs 
received  in  September. 

Section  303(a)  makes  the  annual  COLA  provisions  applicable  to  all  annuities. 

Section  303(b)  repeals  the  equalization  payments. 

Section  311  increases  the  annual  pension  contributions  of  teachers  from  7%  to  8%. 

Section  312  reduces  the  biannual  COLAs  (beginning  in  1997)  received  by  teachers 
to  one  annual  COLA  to  be  given  each  March. 

Section  501  states  that  Act  10-239  will  not  go  into  effect  until: 

(1)  Act  10-239  becomes  law  (following  30  day  congressional  review); 

(2)  Congress  passes  the  companion  congressional  legislation;  and 

(3)  Congress  passes  congressional  legislation  increasing  the  Judges'  pension 
contributions  (as  of  FY  95)  from  3  1/2%  to  4  1/2%. 
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ATTACIWENT  2 
(See  Question  4a  on  page   1123) 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

Legal  Services  Received  During 

Fiscal  Year  1993 

Firm 

Period 

of 
Service 

Task 

Total 
Hours 

Hourly 

Rate 

Range 

Total 
Legal  Fees 
Billed 
(including 
disbursements) 

Groom  and 
Nordberg 

9/93 

Conflicts 

1.25 

$265 
(-20%) 

$382.55 

8/93 

Conflicts 

4.5 

$175-265 
(-20%) 

$718.32 

6/93 

Tax  Qualifi- 
cations 

1 

$275 
(-20%) 

$445.94 

5/93 

Tax 

Qualifi- 
cations 

.5 

$267-275 
(-20%) 

$159.17 

4/93 

REITS  and 

Judicial 

Overpayments 

13.75 

$125-265 
(-20%) 

$2,989.92 

3/93 

Contribution 

Litigation, 

Conflicts, 

Judicial 

Overpayments. 

44.75 

$125-265 
(-20%) 

$6,845.76 

2/93 

Contribution 

Litigation, 

Conflicts, 

Subcustodial 

South  African 

Bank 

Affidavits. 

39.25 

$95-265 
(-20%) 

$6,052.30 

1/93 

Subcustodial 

South  Africa 

Bank 

Affidavits, 

Contribution 

Litigation. 

32.5 

$95-265 
(-20%) 

$3,742.40 

12/92 

Subcustodial 
South  Africa 
Bank 
Affidavits 

1.5 

$175-265 
(-20%) 

$292.85 

11/92 

Audit  Letter 
Conflicts 

5 

$265 
(-20%) 

$1,090.98 

10/92 

Employment  of 

Ex-Employee 

Conflicts 

49 



$160-235 
(-20%) 

$5,537.25 

Name  of  Firm: 


Expertise  in  ERISA: 
and  applicable  reg's 
and  prohibited 
transactions 

examples: 


Understanding  of  RRA: 
and  applicable  reg*s 
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ATTACffCHT  3 
(Sea  Question  4a  on  page  1123) 

EVALUATION  WORKSHEET 


examples: 


Understanding  of: 
fiduciary  Duties  and 
Responsibli  ties 

examples : 


Knowledge  of  investment 
vehicles:  and 
implication  of  class 
exemption 


examples ; 
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S.   Legislative  expertise: 
examples : 


6.   Knowledge  of  other 
element  laws: 
(Securities  Act, 
Investment  Advisors) 


7.   Familiarity  with  D.C. 
Government : 

a. 


8.   Location  of  firm  offices: 
a.  I   of  lawyer  in  firm 


b.  #  of  lawyers  in  D.C. 
office 

c.  Presence  of  pension 
fund  specialist  with 
D.C.  office 

d.  major  area(s)  of 
practices  in  D.C. 
office 
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prior  demonstrated 
experience  with  pension 
funds 


10.   Fee  Structure  Proposed: 


11.   Potential  Conflict  of 
Interest 
a.   In-house  ability 

to  monitor  conflict 
problems 


12.   South  African  Dealings; 


13.   Number  of  Minority: 
Partners: 

Names ; 


14.   If  a  minority  firm  are 
they  certified  by  MBOC 


15.   Malpractice  Insurance  5 
Amount: 
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16.   Partner  with  Primary 
Responsibility  for 
Account 

Coroments: 


i 
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—  AHACffCKT  4 

(See  Question  5   on  page   1123) 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

PROJECTED  EXPENDITURES  FOR  FY1995 
COMPARED  TO  THE  FY  1994  APPROVED  BUDGET 


CHANGE 


EXPENSE  CATEGORY 

Personnel  Compensation: 

Board  Member  Comp 
Staff  Salaries 
Fringe  Benefits 
Total  Personnel  Comp 

Advisors  Fees: 

Legal  Counsel 
Auditor 
Actuary 

EDP  Consultant 
Invest  Consult  Trad 
Invest  Consult  Non-Trad 
Total  Advisors  Fees 

Liability  Insurance: 
Premium 

Total  Liability  Insurance 

Admin.  &  Office  Expenses: 

Office  Space  &  Commun 

Membership  Dues 

Recruiting 

Supplies  &  Ref  Matenals 

Printing 

Temp  Staff/Report  Svc 

Training/Educ  -Board 

Training/Educ  -Staff 

Furniture  &  Equipment 

Post  /Impr  Fund/Courier 

Board  Member  Elections 

Total  Admin  &  Ofc  Exp 

SUB-TOTAL 

Asset  Management  Fees: 

Investment  Advisors 

Master  Custodian 
Total  Asset  Mgmt  Fees 
GRAND  TOTALS 


Original 

Approved 

INCREASE 

Percent 

Actual 

FY93 

FY94 

fYSS 

(DECREASE) 

Increase 

FY93 

Budaet 

Budaet 

Pffil^ft?! 

FY94-FY9S 

FY94-FY95 

$180,205 

$135,000 

$161,000 

$185,000 

$24,000 

1491% 

449,135 

649.000 

663.000 

638,000 

(24.000) 

-362% 

64,932 

86,000 

86.000 

83,000 

(3.000) 

-349% 

$694,272 

$870,000 

$910,000 

$907,000 

($3,000) 

-0  33% 

$33,470 

$150,000 

$150,000 

$150,000 

$0 

000% 

42.250 

57,000 

57,000 

57,000 

0 

0  00% 

109,504 

100,000 

90,000 

100,000 

10.000 

1111% 

0 

30,000 

25,000 

25,000 

0 

0.00% 

264.000 

250,000 

240,000 

240,000 

0 

000% 

209.032 

0 

200,000 

125,000 

(75.000) 

-37  50% 

$658,256 

$587,000 

$762,000 

5667.000 

($65,000) 

-8  53% 

$159,832 

$204,000 

$184,000 

$183,600 

($500) 

-027% 

$159,832 

$204,000 

$184,000 

$183;»00. 

($500) 

-0  27% 

$199,901 

$237,000 

$244,000  ; 

$244,000 

$0 

0  00% 

4.758 

5,000 

6.000 

6.000 

0 

0  00% 

49.966 

5,000 

6.000 

6,000 

0 

0  00% 

50.429 

61,000 

61.000 

57,000 

(4,000) 

-6  56% 

3.766 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

0 

0  00% 

28.591 

20,000 

20,000  , 

22.000 

2,000 

10  00% 

38.358 

44.800 

52.800 

60,0)0 

7,200 

13  64% 

13.839 

37,200 

37.200 

36,000 

(1,200) 

-3  23% 

14,218 

99,000 

93,000 

92,000 

(1,000) 

-1  08% 

10,386 

23,000 

21,000 

19,000 

(2,000) 

-9  52% 

27,129 

18,000 

18,000 

10,000 

(8,000) 

-44  44% 

$441,342 

$560,000 

$569,000 

$562,000 

($7,000) 

-1  23% 

$1,953,702 

$2,221,000 

$2,425,000 

$2,349,500 

($75,500) 

-3  11% 

$5,355,347 
476,374 

$7,171,000 
900,000 

$7,726,000 
650,000 

$9,432,000 
650,000 

$1,706,000 
0 

22  08% 
0  00% 

$5,831,721 

$8,071,000 

$8,376,000 

$10,082,000 

$1,706,000 

20  37% 

$7,785,423 

$10,292,000 

$10,801,000 

$12,431,300 

$1,630,500 

15  10% 
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ATTACWtNT  5  DC  RETIREMENT  BOARD 

~  RJSK/REWARD  STRUCTURE 

(See  Question  6  on  page  1124)       FIVE  YEARS  ENDED  SEPTEMBER  30, 1993 
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